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Senate 
The Senate met at 12 noon and was 

called to order by the Honorable BOB 
CASEY, Jr., a Senator from the State of 
Pennsylvania. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 
Loving Lord, give our Senators an 

extraordinary measure of grace to ac-
complish Your will. As they work 
under the duress of time and pressure 
from diverse interests, give them wis-
dom to make ethical decisions. Be with 
their staff members who run the offices 
and provide the information to make 
responsible decisions. Be with those 
who process the mountains of business 
in and out of the cloakrooms. Be, also, 
with those who transcribe the debates 
for the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

Lord, bless those who monitor par-
liamentary order, schedule, and voting 
records. Protect the men and women 
who provide security at the doors, on 
the floor, and on the street. Strengthen 
all who are a part of the Senate’s sup-
port system. 

We ask this in the name of He who is 
the light of the world. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Presiding Officer led the Pledge 
of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read a communication to the 
Senate. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, December 5, 2007. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable ROBERT P. CASEY, Jr., 
a Senator from the State of Pennsylvania, to 
perform the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. CASEY thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, today there 
will be a period of morning business for 
an hour. As normally provided, the 
time is equally divided and controlled 
with the majority controlling the first 
half, Republicans controlling the final 
portion. When that time is up, we will 
have to see what we can do. 

f 

OBSTRUCTIONISM 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, those who 
watch C–SPAN and people who are 
watching us in other ways are many 
times well versed in Senate procedure. 
People would note today that we didn’t 
come into session until 12 noon. With 
all the many things we have to do, why 
are we taking the morning off, so to 
speak? We have so much work to do. 
But yet most people’s work day is half 
completed and we are just starting. 

The reason is we have another exam-
ple of obstructionism. The reason we 
had to come in late today is because we 
have an extremely important piece of 
legislation that is being marked up in 
a committee. The Environment and 
Public Works Committee has been 
scheduled to begin to mark up a crucial 

piece of legislation today, a bill that 
will take a major step forward in the 
fight against global warming. If there 
were ever an occasion when we had to 
unite as a country and as a world com-
munity to fight, it would be against 
the scourge of global warming which is 
taking place everywhere. You can’t lis-
ten to the news without hearing about 
something global warming has af-
fected. Yesterday on public radio there 
was a wonderful piece about Finland, 
how the glaciers are melting in Fin-
land. 

Under Senate rules, any Member has 
the power to object to a committee 
meeting after the first 2 hours after the 
Senate is in session. That is why we 
had to start the Senate late today, so 
that committee could go forward with 
its markup so they can hopefully re-
port a bill to the floor by 2 o’clock this 
afternoon. Had we started at 9, they 
would have had to stop at 11 because 
we were told that Republicans would 
object to the hearing going forward. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Would the major-
ity leader yield? 

Mr. REID. I will be happy to yield. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. There were no ob-
jections on this side. I think maybe the 
leader was anticipating an objection 
that did in fact not exist. 

Mr. REID. That could be the case, 
Mr. President. We started at noon 
today because under the rules anyone 
can stop us from holding a hearing be-
yond that time and we were told that 
was what was going to happen and that 
is why we did this. It is very easy for 
people to say we didn’t do it. Of course 
they didn’t do it, but had the meeting 
started at 10 o’clock, they would have 
done it. We were told that is what they 
were going to do. It is easy now to 
come here after the fact and say we 
wouldn’t have done that. 

We can see from what is taking place 
in the committee, about the amend-
ments being offered to try to stop this 
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bill from coming forward. The com-
mittee that is meeting has one Repub-
lican who is joining with us, JOHN WAR-
NER from Virginia. Every other mem-
ber of that committee, unless there is 
some sudden light one of them sees, is 
going to vote against that bill and they 
indicated they would do everything 
they could to stop the markup from 
being completed today. 

I am very happy that now the Repub-
licans are saying we would not have 
done that. The only way we can protect 
ourselves, after having been given a di-
rect warning that was what was going 
to take place, was start the Senate 
late. 

If this were the only case of the Re-
publicans doing everything they could 
to slow us down, then maybe it would 
be something that would need to be 
looked at very closely. But this doesn’t 
have to be looked at very closely. It is 
everything that we have tried to do 
since we took the majority, and a slim 
majority it is. As we all know, about a 
year ago Senator JOHNSON was stricken 
with a bleed in the brain. He almost 
died. So our majority on that day went 
from 51 to 50—50 to 49 was our major-
ity, and we have struggled with that 
until Senator JOHNSON was able to re-
turn a couple of months ago. 

During this period of time this year, 
the Republicans have done everything 
they could to slow down and many 
times stop what we were doing. Look 
at the numbers. We are now at 57 clo-
ture motions we have had to file. As I 
said yesterday, this is filibusters on 
steroids. Within a few days, it will 
break the record for a Congress of hav-
ing clotures filed, necessary clotures 
filed. 

We were forced to begin this session 
late, as I have indicated, to give the 
committee a chance to begin its work. 
It is unfortunate we have reached this 
point of overt obstructionism. If this 
Republican blocking tactic is a sign of 
what is going to come—we have al-
ready seen it; it can’t get worse than 
what it already is, I don’t believe—the 
remaining weeks are going to be inter-
esting. We know we have been stopped 
from going forward on the farm bill. 
We tried everything we could to move 
forward on the farm bill. I even said 
you can have 10 amendments, we will 
have 5. They said no. I talked with Sen-
ator HARKIN today. He said—I don’t 
know the exact numbers—I think we 
can do it with 17 and 14, or something 
such as that. I said, if you can get a 
deal like that, take it. We want to 
move forward on legislation and we are 
having a difficult time doing that. 

Global warming is something we 
should be joining together to work on, 
to solve the problem. The work done by 
Senators LIEBERMAN and WARNER is bi-
partisan in the true sense of the word. 
It is a way to address global warming 
in an important way. Nations through-
out the world are demonstrating their 
commitment to reducing greenhouse 
emissions. As we speak, there is a con-
ference taking place in Bali. We have 

10,000 people there, worried about glob-
al warming. Australia, with the change 
of leadership they had there in recent 
elections within the past couple of 
weeks, has now signed the Kyoto proto-
cols. Which is the only industrialized 
nation not to have signed those? This 
administration; this country. 

President Bush would not acknowl-
edge the words ‘‘global warming’’ until 
the past 6 months. He has now at least 
been able to say the words and is doing 
some futile things to help, and even 
those small gestures are welcome to 
this country and to the world. 

I want to talk a little bit more about 
the farm bill. I have spoken to Senator 
CHAMBLISS on a number of occasions. I 
have not sought him out. We have been 
on the floor and talked. I don’t want to 
go around my friend, Senator MCCON-
NELL, unless I tell him I am going to do 
that, but I have had conversations in 
front of everybody. He indicates he 
would like to do the farm bill. We want 
to do the farm bill. At this time there 
are 287 amendments pending on the 
farm bill, amendments dealing with 
driver’s licenses for illegal immigrants, 
all kinds of other amendments that 
have nothing to do with the farm bill. 
As a result of some of my conversa-
tions with my friends on the other side 
of the aisle, it does not appear we can 
work anything out on the farm bill. 

How much more reasonable can we 
be? I have said if 10 and 5 is not good, 
how about taking, as I have just said, 
HARKIN and CHAMBLISS, who sup-
posedly, according to my conversation 
with Senator HARKIN this morning, 
have now worked it out to less than 40 
amendments. That will be fine, too. 
Let’s move forward. I have even said, 
to show we are reasonable, have a cou-
ple of nongermane amendments. That 
is fine. We will be happy to take a shot 
at those. I don’t know what they would 
be. I have been told—I think one of 
them may be dealing with driver’s li-
censes. But we will be happy to do 
whatever needs to be done to help the 
American farmers and ranchers get 
some relief that they need. 

We have also pending something that 
I think is pretty important. In addition 
to the farm bill, we have AMT. AMT is 
a buzzword for a tax proposal that was 
passed during a Republican administra-
tion, which had good intent when it 
started. Congress wanted to make sure 
and the President wanted to make sure 
that even people making a lot of 
money paid a little bit in taxes. But 
with inflation having risen its ugly 
head, as it does, it is affecting people 
no one anticipated would be affected. 
Right now, unless we change the AMT, 
people making between $75,000 and 
$500,000 would be hit with a tax they or-
dinarily would not get. The average 
tax, I understand, is less than $2,000. 
Somebody making $75,000 would get a 
very small tax; somebody making half 
a million dollars a year would be pay-
ing a larger tax. 

That was not the intent of the tax. 
The vast majority of American people 

don’t make 75,000 a year and they cer-
tainly don’t make a half-million dol-
lars a year. 

But we want to try to change that. 
We want to put in a patch so it doesn’t 
affect those people this year. We have 
tried everything that I know legisla-
tively possible, that is reasonable, to 
take care of this. Right now, a cloture 
motion is ripening, our 57th, and that 
would be on whether we can proceed to 
legislate on the House-passed bill. The 
House-passed bill patches it, but it is 
all paid for. We Democrats believe that 
tax cuts and any new programs should 
be paid for. The House has passed a bill 
and sent it to us which does that. I 
have been told by my Republican col-
leagues that it is extremely doubtful 
we will get cloture on that. I hope we 
can get a few brave Republicans to say 
we want to legislate on this. 

The President said we should do 
something to fix AMT. That being the 
case, why doesn’t he place a call or 
have one of his staff call the Senate 
and say, Why don’t you let them pro-
ceed on this? We can offer some amend-
ments once it is there. We will try to 
be reasonable in what amendments we 
offer and they offer on this AMT fix. 
But I think we should at least have the 
opportunity to move forward. They are 
creating the worst of all worlds. They 
are going around saying we have to fix 
AMT, but they are not allowing us to 
legislate on it. 

Under our Constitution, all revenue 
matters have to originate in the House. 
We have what the House wants to do. 
On this, I have said let’s see what we 
can do. We will vote on the House 
version and we will go with the 60-vote 
margin. I am happy to do that. We will 
vote on what Senators GRASSLEY and 
BAUCUS have reported out of the Fi-
nance Committee here in the Senate, 
and that is the AMT is not paid for. I 
don’t agree with that, but that is what 
the committee has done so I accept 
that. Also as part of that package it 
has certain tax extenders that are paid 
for. I said, Let’s vote on that. No. 

Senator LOTT, the Republican whip, 
said he wanted to eliminate AMT for-
ever. 

That is more than $1 trillion. But we 
are willing to vote on that. We have 
gotten no takers on that. I do not know 
how we can be more reasonable. 

I do not want to get into the inner 
workings of the proposal made between 
Senator MCCONNELL and myself be-
cause I do not think that would be ap-
propriate to talk about, some of the 
things. I would be happy to do that if 
he wants to, but some of the other sug-
gestions made—I do not want to do my 
negotiating out here on the Senate 
floor. But I think the suggestions they 
have made have been very unreason-
able. I don’t know how we can be more 
reasonable than what we have done. 

Now, I would hope we can work some-
thing out on AMT. As I said to my dis-
tinguished friend, the Republican lead-
er, today, if the President wants an 
AMT fix and the Republicans say they 
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want one, why can’t we move forward 
on doing something? I do not under-
stand why we could not do that. 

One of the other alternatives I have 
not suggested, but maybe what we can 
do is have a vote on not even paying 
for it, which I disagree with, but if that 
would be the will of the Senate, fine, 
we could set something up in that re-
gard. We could have those votes out of 
the way this afternoon. We would not 
have to do the cloture vote in the 
morning. And we would see what the 
will of the Senate is. The way it is 
going to be, I have been told that the 
Republicans have been given their 
marching orders, as happens all of the 
time around here, that they are not 
free agents, that they cannot vote to 
invoke cloture on this alternative min-
imum tax, which I think would be a 
shame. 

As I told my friend, the senior Sen-
ator from Kentucky, we would like to 
finish the business of this body by 2 
weeks from Friday. That is our goal. I 
hope we can do that. I hope we do not 
have to work—we are not going to 
work on Christmas, but I hope we do 
not have to work Christmas week. It is 
possible we may have to do that. We 
have a number of important issues 
around here. We have an energy bill 
that is going to be sent either today or 
tomorrow from the House. I spoke to 
the Speaker this morning. We have to 
complete the alternative minimum 
tax. I think it would be the right thing 
to do to see what we are going to do on 
the Presidents’s wiretapping proposal, 
as to how we can make that a better 
piece of legislation. We have gotten 
something that is bipartisan that has 
come out of the Judiciary Committee. 
The Judiciary Committee has met on a 
bipartisan basis. They have some 
things they want to change on that. 
But if we have to jump through all of 
the hoops and file cloture on that, that 
bill—the legislation that is now in 
force expires I believe on February 5. I 
think it would be good if we can com-
plete that before we leave. There are 
certain other things we need to do be-
fore we leave. But it is a lot of work to 
do. 

There is one minor little problem I 
did not talk about. We have to figure 
out some way to fund the Government 
for the rest of the year, either with 
some type of spending program to in-
volve the Appropriations Committee or 
a last resort—something that both the 
Republican leader and I don’t want— 
would be a continuing resolution 
which, in effect, eliminates the legisla-
tive branch of Government from being 
involved in what money is spent in the 
country for the next year. 

Having said that, I would hope we 
can hold hands here a little bit in the 
next couple of weeks and see what we 
can get done: alternative minimum 
tax, farm bill, spending bills for our 
country, and if we really get fortunate, 
see if we can finish the FISA legisla-
tion, the wiretap legislation. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEE TO 
MEET 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 
first with regard to the suggestion by 
my good friend, the majority leader, 
that there was some kind of objection 
to the Environment Committee meet-
ing this morning, I was unaware of one. 
No such warning was given to the other 
side. The practice is for the commit-
tees to request permission on the day 
they meet. We did not indicate there 
was any objection. The committee is, 
in fact, meeting. I am unaware of any 
objection to its meeting. 

If it makes it more formal, I ask 
unanimous consent that the committee 
continue to meet. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I think that 
is a wonderful gesture. I would accept 
that unanimous consent request that 
the committee be able to continue its 
deliberations today past 2 o’clock. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. REID. I appreciate that very 
much. 

f 

MOVING FORWARD 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, re-
claiming the floor, I know for anybody 
who might be watching on the outside 
that all of this parliamentarian talk 
probably makes your eyes glaze over. 
But the fundamental problem is this: 
As recently as a year ago, my party 
was in the majority, and I had the 
same problem—Senator Frist and I had 
the same problem my good friend from 
Nevada has: Our members do not want 
to cast any dangerous votes, any votes 
they do not want to cast. 

The first session of the previous Con-
gress, the 109th, was the most produc-
tive legislative session of my time here 
in the Senate. I recall Senator Frist 
and myself saying over and over and 
over again to our members that if we 
are going to pass this bill, we are going 
to have to give the minority their 
votes. And people were whining and 
complaining about having to cast 
votes. I recall the Democratic whip, 
the Senator from Illinois, saying: The 
Senate is not the House, and making 
the point that the minority is going to 
get its votes in order to advance legis-
lation. 

I understand that my good friend 
from Nevada gets complaints from his 
members about having to cast votes, 
but the fundamental responsibility of 
the majority is to pass legislation. In 
order to do that in the Senate—we do 
not have a rules committee—you have 
to work with the minority, and you 
have to give the minority side a rea-
sonable number of amendments. That 
is the case on the consideration of the 
alternative minimum tax fix, and that 
is also the case with regard to the farm 
bill. 

Now, my advice both privately and 
publicly to my good friend, the major-
ity leader, on the farm bill is take it up 

and go forward, which is the way we 
have done it in the past, and it is amaz-
ing how quickly you move along. You 
can sometimes spend more time trying 
to get a consent agreement, which by 
its very nature requires every single 
Member of the Senate not to object— 
we could have made more progress on 
the farm bill by simply going to the 
bill, taking up amendments, and mov-
ing forward. That was my advice. It is 
still my advice. If we turned to the 
farm bill, even if we didn’t have a very 
narrow amendment list, we would 
make dramatic progress and make it 
quickly. Why? Because I think there 
are significant numbers of Members of 
this body on both sides of the aisle who 
want to pass a farm bill. There may be 
a few who don’t but a significant num-
ber do. 

So here is where we are, December 5. 
We have nearly a full year’s worth of 
work to finish before we adjourn for 
Christmas. It is a little after noon, and 
we are talking about why we are get-
ting started now—I gather based on 
some misunderstanding about phantom 
objections that, in fact, did not exist 
on this side to the Environment Com-
mittee meeting. 

We have offered our good friends a 
path forward on the AMT, on troop 
funding, on appropriations, on the En-
ergy bill, and the farm bill. Yet we can-
not seem to get the kind of bipartisan 
agreement that allows the minority to 
have some say over amendments in 
moving forward. 

On the AMT, the chair of the Finance 
Committee called the Republican pro-
posal constructive and said that it was 
the beginning of an agreement. That 
was yesterday. We want to make sure 
23 million people are not ensnared by 
this middle-class tax hike and that the 
tax returns of 50 million Americans are 
not further delayed. The consequences 
of a delay will be felt by millions of 
taxpayers who will see a delay in their 
refunds next year. 

It is, however, important to virtually 
every member of my conference that 
the alternative minimum tax, a tax 
that will never be levied and never be 
collected, not trigger a tax increase on 
a whole lot of other Americans. The ef-
fort to ‘‘pay for’’ the AMT is highly of-
fensive to members on my side of the 
aisle, and I think the majority knows 
that, and the way to get the AMT and 
the extenders passed is not to ‘‘pay 
for’’ them—in other words, not to go 
out and raise taxes on a lot of other 
Americans in order to continue basi-
cally the status quo. We know we are 
never going to levy the AMT, and we 
are never going to collect it. The same 
is true with the extenders. We know we 
will pass that package. That is existing 
tax relief. Why should we raise taxes 
on some other Americans in order to 
maintain the status quo, which is the 
absence of an alternative minimum tax 
and the extension of the extenders? 
That is a very strongly held principle, 
and I believe that is the view of enough 
Senators to insist that is the way it 
goes forward. 
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Now, we know what they plan over in 

the House. They are going to send the 
AMT over there, and they are going to 
pay for it and send it back over here. I 
think that is a huge mistake; it is an 
excuse for raising taxes on a whole lot 
of Americans. 

With regard to the remaining appro-
priations bills, the Democratic leader 
and I have had a number of construc-
tive conversations. We are going to be 
talking to the administration later in 
the day on that subject. Any discussion 
of finishing up the year is going to 
have to include funding for the troops 
in Afghanistan and Iraq. We know we 
have had this debate a lot of times—at 
last count, 63 Iraq votes in the House 
and Senate this year. We know that 
even when the war was going poorly 
and there was great opposition to the 
surge, at the end of the day the funding 
was there. Now the surge is succeeding, 
and the war is going better. Why would 
we not continue the funding now that 
things are going better when even the 
majority, which did not favor the effort 
in Iraq, provided funding when it was 
going poorly? As part of any settle-
ment of the 11 appropriations bills, we 
are going to have troop funding into 
next year. 

On FISA, I think we have a way for-
ward. The majority leader and I have 
talked about it. I think we both have 
the view that the underlying bill will 
probably be the intelligence measure. I 
think we should be able to construct 
some kind of consent agreement in 
that particular instance where I don’t 
think there is much of a demand for 
amendments—some amendments but 
not a whole lot—that will allow us to 
go forward. 

On energy, Senator DOMENICI tells me 
that he had an understanding with the 
majority leader and with the chairman 
of the Energy Committee in the Senate 
as to what would and what would not 
be in an energy bill that we would fi-
nally pass. It is my understanding that 
an energy bill that the House may act 
on, I gather today, I am not sure—is it 
today? Does someone know? It is likely 
to include tax hikes and utility rate in-
creases for those of us in the South-
east. Now, in what way would an en-
ergy bill that raises taxes, when oil is 
about $100 a barrel, and has the prac-
tical effect of raising utility rates all 
across the Southeast be beneficial? My 
understanding was that the majority 
leader and Senator DOMENICI and Sen-
ator BINGAMAN agreed that was not 
going to be a part of the proposal. I do 
not know whether it will be a part of 
the proposal when it comes over from 
the House, but that agreement ought 
to be kept and those provisions ought 
to be removed. 

Finally, at the risk of being redun-
dant, let me say again on the farm bill 
that we have enough time. Most of the 
negotiations that are going on, are 
going on off the floor. We do have floor 
time. It remains my advice to the ma-
jority leader to get on to the farm bill, 
process amendments, and move for-

ward. I think that would be a way to 
make progress. It is probably going to 
be very challenging to get as tight a 
time agreement on amendments, as 
tight a number on amendments as the 
majority leader would like. We spend 
so much time doing that; we could be 
processing amendments here on the 
floor and moving forward with the bill. 

Let me say in conclusion that we do 
want to be cooperative, but the reason 
we have had a lot of impasse this year 
is because a very narrow majority is, in 
effect, trying to dictate amendments to 
the minority. That will not work in the 
Senate. One of the prices of being in 
the majority—it is better to be in the 
majority than not. I would rather be in 
majority than not. But one of the 
prices you pay for being in the major-
ity is you have to take votes you do 
not want to take in order to advance 
legislation. 

So I would say to my good friend 
from Nevada, he is going to have as 
much cooperation as I can possibly 
muster. I am anxious to help us move 
forward on all of these issues he and I 
have been discussing here this morn-
ing. 

f 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the time Senator 
MCCONNELL and I have used not be 
counted against the hour for morning 
business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have been 
in the minority; I understand how that 
works. But the record is very clear 
that on rare occasions did we oppose 
motions to proceed. We did but on rare 
occasions. 

Keep in mind, as I have said, during 
this period of time—not even 1 year 
yet—records for filibusters will be bro-
ken for a 2-year session. 

We have involved the minority. We 
did it on the minimum wage. We did it 
on ethics and lobbying reform. We have 
done it on U.S. attorneys independ-
ence. When we passed a supplemental 
appropriations bill, there was total in-
volvement of House Republicans and 
Senate Republicans. That was good. We 
were able to finally get money for 
Katrina and wildfire relief. We have 
worked together on veterans legisla-
tion we have done. It has been a bipar-
tisan move forward. 

One of the rewarding things for me is 
the work we have been able to get out 
of the HELP Committee. Two diamet-
rically opposed political minds, KEN-
NEDY and ENZI, have worked together 
and produced a lot of good things on 
which we have been able to move for-
ward—mental health parity, the Head 
Start Program, a number of other 
items. 

We have passed legislation that has 
paid for our troops. The only words of 
disagreement Senator MCCONNELL and 
I have had on a private basis has been 

over the Energy bill; that was a mis-
understanding. Those things happen, 
and I have forgotten about that. Other 
than that, we do our best to represent 
our caucus and our country. I have no 
personal animosity toward my friend. 

On the Energy bill, I do want to say 
this before we leave that. To frame this 
issue, understand we are in the middle 
of a debate on the Energy bill. The 
issue was whether we would have a $32 
billion tax on the Energy bill. There 
was objection from my Republican 
friends. Before votes were taken, one of 
my friends, a Democratic Senator, 
stood and said: It doesn’t matter what 
you do here. We will take care of it in 
conference. 

I stood and said: This will not take 
place in conference. We will not have 
this matter in conference. 

The problem is, we have never been 
able to get to conference. We tried nu-
merous times to have a conference on 
the Energy bill, and they wouldn’t let 
us do it. So now we are going to get 
from the House tomorrow something 
they have done. Republicans have been 
involved, Republicans in the House and 
in the Senate. But, remember, in the 
House they have a little different pro-
cedure. Because the power is with the 
party that has the most votes, they can 
do most anything they want. 

I have kept my word. There is noth-
ing that has been added in conference. 
We haven’t had a conference. I can’t 
control Speaker PELOSI. I hope every-
body understands that. She is a strong, 
independent woman. She runs the 
House with an iron hand. I support 
what she does, but no one needs to 
come and tell me I didn’t keep my 
word. You check the record, which we 
have. I said this matter would not be 
added in conference, and it has not 
been added in conference. We haven’t 
had a conference. 

I have spoken to Senator DOMENICI. 
He is my friend, and I have great re-
spect for him. He has served his State 
and the country well. Senator DOMEN-
ICI and I have worked as the two lead-
ers of the Energy and Water Sub-
committee on Appropriations for a 
long time. He was either the chairman 
or I was. We get along very well. I 
talked to him last night. I explained to 
him the situation. I think he under-
stands what took place. We have not 
had a conference. If that bill comes to 
us and those tax provisions are in it, 
we will take a look at it. 

I do know this: As I have been told, 
the tax portion of that, if it is tied on 
to the Energy bill, would be $12 billion 
less than the one proposed in the Sen-
ate. I hope we can get some coopera-
tion on the Energy bill. That would be 
great. It is something this country 
needs. 

A couple of other things I want to 
say. On the farm bill, I say with the 
most genuine respect I can that my 
friend is not being fair in his descrip-
tion of why we don’t move forward on 
the farm bill. Remember, the last bill 
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we had to move forward on was Am-
trak, a bill that had been in the Repub-
lican leadership for years not moving 
forward. We decided we would move 
forward on it, and we passed it. What 
was the first amendment offered? A tax 
amendment. It had absolutely nothing 
to do with Amtrak. We can’t have 
these bills in the waning weeks of this 
Congress, when people are waiting 
around for all kinds of things they 
want to do on Iraq and Afghanistan and 
the military and immigration. 

I guess the Republicans think they 
have a good issue on immigration, to 
bash immigrants. They have all kinds 
of issues they want on immigration. 
They are waiting in the wings to offer 
these amendments. We can see that on 
the farm bill. A number of the 287 
amendments filed have been dealing 
with immigration. We can’t open the 
farm bill during the time we are trying 
to pass FISA, trying to pass the farm 
bill, AMT, do our spending bills. 

How much more reasonable could I be 
in trying to shorten the time? I said: 
Republicans take 10; we will take 5. No. 
So Senator HARKIN comes to me and 
Senator CHAMBLISS. They have it down 
to less than 40. I said: Take the deal; 
we will agree to it. We don’t even want 
time agreements on the amendments. 
How much more reasonable can we be? 
We can’t be. Whatever we come up 
with, the Republicans would not agree 
to it because they do not want us to 
have a farm bill. So why don’t they 
just acknowledge that. They are ac-
knowledging it by their stopping us 
from having any kind of agreement. 

I agree with the Republican leader, 
once we got on the bill, we could move 
forward with these amendments quick-
ly. But that is where we are. 

According to my friend—and I think 
these are the words he said—it is offen-
sive to pay for these tax cuts. Let’s fol-
low this. It is offensive to pay for the 
tax cuts? That has been the Republican 
mantra for 7 years. And where are we? 
When President Bush took office, there 
was a $7 trillion surplus over 10 years. 
Where are we now? We are approaching 
a $10 trillion debt. Everything the Re-
publicans have done with their spend-
ing has not been paid for, and their tax 
cuts have not been paid for. 

As with the Clinton administration, 
we adopted pay-go. That is in our budg-
et. If we have a program that is new, 
we have to pay for it. That doesn’t 
sound unreasonable. That is what the 
American people want. If they buy a 
new car, a new refrigerator, they have 
to pay for it. There is only so much 
credit in the world. This Government 
has exceeded its credit limit. The cred-
it card no longer works. 

We also believe the tax cuts, which 
have given us red ink as far as you can 
see, created by the Republicans, should 
come to an end. If there are going to be 
further tax cuts, we should pay for 
them. That is the right thing to do. 
That is all we are saying with the 
AMT. Pay for these tax cuts. This is a 
tax cut. It should be paid for. I don’t 
know what is offensive about that. 

I would further say we are willing to 
meet the minority more than half-
way—halfway, of course, but more than 
halfway. We have proven that as we 
have worked through legislation this 
year. It has been hard. It has been a 
slog. I understand how disappointed 
the Republicans are that we are in the 
majority. It was a surprise to a lot of 
people when last November we took the 
majority of the Senate. We won seats 
that no one expected us to win. But we 
are in the majority, no matter how 
slim. We have had some accomplish-
ments, and we are proud of those. But 
more importantly, we believe in 
change. We believe we are agents of 
change for America. The Republicans 
are agents of the status quo. The 
American people will have to judge 
whom they want to support. Do they 
want to support those who want to 
keep things the way they are in Iraq 
and every other bad situation we find 
ourselves in as a country or do they 
want to move forward with us and 
work for change? That is where we are. 

I think we are on the right side. I 
hope during these next couple of weeks 
we can work together and do some 
good things for the country. We are 
willing to go more than halfway. Take 
AMT, for example. Let’s go over that 
again. I have tried everything I can, of-
fering unanimous consent requests 
which have been objected to. Vote on 
the House bill. No. Vote on what we 
have in the Senate. No. Vote on what 
Senator LOTT wants: just to repeal it 
and have another trillion dollars of red 
ink. No. Not willing to do that. 

So today I said: OK, let’s vote on not 
even paying for it. How about that? I 
have heard no clamor from the Repub-
licans, yes, that sounds like a good 
idea. What more could we do? 

The word is that there are people— 
and how big the number is we don’t 
know, but we know in the Senate it 
doesn’t take a big majority to cause 
problems—there are many Republican 
Senators who don’t want us to put the 
patch for AMT so they can go around, 
as I told Senator MCCONNELL this 
morning, pointing fingers at each other 
about whose fault it is that these peo-
ple in America with $75,000 to $500,000 
in income are going to get a tax in-
crease. How much more reasonable 
could we be? Have we gone more than 
halfway? The answer is obviously yes. 
We want to legislate. We do not want 
to block things from happening. 

If someone can show me how I am un-
reasonable with my proposal on AMT, I 
would be happy to sit down and talk to 
them. I don’t know how I could be 
more reasonable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MENENDEZ). The Republican leader is 
recognized. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 
others have been waiting patiently to 
speak. Let me say with regard to AMT, 
this is existing law we are trying to ex-
tend. With regard to the extenders, 
there is existing law we are trying to 
extend. We should not use that as an 

excuse to raise taxes on a whole lot of 
other Americans. That is something 
that virtually every member of my 
conference feels strongly about. We are 
going to continue to talk about it. I am 
still optimistic we are going to be able 
to get this worked out. The majority 
leader and I are good friends, and we 
are going to continue to work on all 
these issues in the hope that we can go 
forward in the few weeks remaining be-
fore Christmas. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will be a pe-
riod of morning business for 60 minutes 
with the time equally divided and con-
trolled between the two leaders or 
their designees and with Senators per-
mitted to speak for up to 10 minutes 
each, with the majority controlling the 
first half and the Republicans control-
ling the final half. 

The Senator from Oregon. 
(The remarks of Mr. WYDEN per-

taining to the introduction of S. 2411 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

f 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST— 
S. 1662 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, with the 
indulgence of the Senator from Okla-
homa, at this time, on behalf of Sen-
ator KERRY, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate proceed to the imme-
diate consideration of Calendar No. 422, 
S. 1662; that the amendment at the 
desk be considered and agreed to; the 
committee-reported amendment, as 
amended, be agreed to; the bill, as 
amended, be read a third time; that the 
Small Business and Entrepreneurship 
Committee then be discharged of H.R. 
3567, the House companion, and all 
after the enacting clause be stricken, 
the text of S. 1662, as amended, be in-
serted in lieu thereof, the bill be ad-
vanced to third reading, passed, and 
the motion to reconsider be laid upon 
the table; that the Senate insist on its 
amendment, request a conference with 
the House on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses, and the Chair be au-
thorized to appoint conferees on the 
part of the Senate; that S. 1662 be re-
turned to the calendar, with all of the 
above occurring without intervening 
action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I object 
and will take my morning hour time to 
explain why. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

f 

CREDIT CARD BILLS 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I say to 
the Senator from Oregon, I look for-
ward to looking at the bill he just in-
troduced. I, too, am very concerned. We 
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had a hearing yesterday in the Home-
land Security Oversight Subcommittee 
on credit card bills. There was some 
very revealing information. I think the 
Senator is addressing a problem we 
need to look at on the Senate floor. I 
will look at his legislation, and hope-
fully I will be able to cosponsor it with 
him. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE AND 
APPROPRIATIONS PROCESS 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, let me, 
first of all, take a minute to talk about 
this bill for which unanimous consent 
was just requested. I think it is impor-
tant in light of what the majority lead-
er just said. Here we have a bill for 
which unanimous consent was re-
quested. The American people need to 
understand what it means to get unani-
mous consent. It means all of us agree 
to it. It does not need to be further 
amended, it does not need to be 
changed, and it should be passed with-
out ever having a vote on it. 

This bill has a section in it that so 
far has lost over $3.5 billion of your 
money doing venture capital investing 
by the Small Business Administration. 
The OMB analysis says there is abso-
lutely no need for this venture capital 
investment, especially because of the 
fact it has lost such a great amount of 
money. And venture capital investing 
itself is a highly risky business that re-
quires tremendously acute knowledge 
and people of great acumen in terms of 
investing, and they lose lots of money 
investing. 

The last thing we ought to be doing 
at the end of a session is passing a bill 
without vetting it, without debating it, 
without talking about the problems 
that are in the bill. This portion of the 
bill, the portion that is the Small Busi-
ness Venture Capital Act, if anything, 
should come out of this bill. We should 
not reauthorize something that has 
lost already in excess of $3 billion, and 
something for which we do not get to 
look at the results until 10 years after 
it happens. 

The last thing we ought to be doing 
is investing the American people’s 
money in venture capital when we can-
not pay for the things we need to be 
paying for that the American people 
are dependent on. I look forward to 
working with Senator KERRY. I have 
had a good relationship with him. We 
will sit down and talk about this bill. 
But I think it highlights what we need 
to be doing and not spending time in 
quorum calls but spending time debat-
ing bills. 

I also want to spend a minute on this 
issue. I think the American people 
ought to be asking us about this. Here 
we sit, and we have one appropriations 
bill passed for the year that started Oc-
tober 1. I think I am correct. Other 
than the THUD bill, there has been no 
objection raised by the minority to 
proceeding to any of the appropriations 
bills. As a matter of fact, the choice 
was made not to bring up the appro-

priations bills in a timely manner and 
debate them because of the choice it 
was not a priority. 

I do recall the tremendous criticism 
we rightly received for what happened 
last year in the appropriations process. 
What is going to happen? I am happy to 
be here for Christmas to do the busi-
ness we should have already done. But 
let me lay out what will happen, and 
then let me also give a warning. At the 
end of sessions, what happens is we get 
the request to pass all sorts of legisla-
tion—much like this bill to which I 
just objected. Committees do good 
work on legislation. But a bill that has 
passed committee has to be agreed to 
by a majority of the Senators to be 
able to become law. 

When we do unanimous consents, 
that means we are going to let it pass 
without looking at it, without amend-
ing it, and without voting on it. Well, 
at the end of the year, the time pres-
sure comes. Everybody wants to get 
something passed. So what happens is 
we do a poor job of legislating because 
we do not look at it. We do not amend 
it. We do not have a debate so the 
American people can know about it. We 
just pass it. 

I sent a letter to all of my colleagues 
today outlining and reinforcing four 
statements I made at the first of this 
year. I will object to any bill coming 
forward by unanimous consent at the 
end of the session unless it meets the 
requirements I laid out. That means no 
new authorizations unless you de-
authorize something else. We are not 
going to grow the Government any 
more when we cannot pay for the Gov-
ernment we have. No. 2, it has to be 
constitutional. It has to be a true duty 
of the Federal Government, not an ob-
ligation of the State governments that 
we are going to stand up for, when they 
have a $6 billion to $7 billion surplus. 
Easily, when you look at any combina-
tion of any 10 States, they have an over 
$36 billion surplus totally, and we are 
running, in real numbers—non-Enron 
accounting but real numbers—a $250 
billion surplus. 

I am not going to allow—unless we 
want to put it on the Senate floor, un-
less we want to debate it—I am not 
going to allow us to pass bills at the 
end of the session by unanimous con-
sent. So if you have a bill that you 
want to try to pass by unanimous con-
sent, I would suggest we sit down and 
talk about it now, not 2 weeks from to-
morrow but now. If they come in the 
last week, we will not have the time to 
look at them. So not agreeing to 
unanimously consider the bill as passed 
will be the standard fare. 

Now, let’s talk about the appropria-
tions process. What we have is $23 bil-
lion more than what we agreed we are 
going to pass in total for the appropria-
tions bills, not counting the emergency 
things we have already done that we 
have charged to our grandchildren. As 
the game is played in Washington, 
what will come is the pressure of 
chicken. We are going to play chicken 

because we chose not to do the appro-
priations bills at the appropriate time, 
and lots of Members have lots of ear-
marks in bills. 

So they do not want us to continue 
to fund where we are. They want us to 
have an omnibus bill where we can 
have all these earmarks, about $26 bil-
lion worth of earmarks, so we can look 
good at home—not competitively bid, 
not based on priorities but based on 
our political priorities individually as 
Senators. We are going to spend about 
$23 billion more than what we said we 
are going to spend. That $23 billion is 
almost $300 billion over the next 10 
years. And we are fighting about $80 
billion on an AMT fix for 1 year. But 
we are not concentrating on the fact 
we are going to institute $300 billion 
worth of more spending. 

I will remind my colleagues again, we 
do not have to raise taxes. We can 
eliminate the AMT. What we do not 
want to do, and what we fail to do, is 
get rid of the waste, fraud, abuse, and 
duplication that numbers in excess of 
$250 billion every year—every year—be-
cause we will not do the hard work of 
oversight. 

So we are going to line up, and we 
are going to get a package from the 
House, and we are going to get a 
chance to vote on it, and the President 
has already said he is going to veto it 
if it has this excess number and all 
these earmarks in it. I would think 
this would be better than playing 
chicken: Why don’t we live within our 
means like every family has to? That 
$250 billion comes to 20 percent of ev-
erything we spend in the discretionary 
budget. If you ask homeowners and 
families who are having a lot of pres-
sure now, would they dare waste 20 per-
cent of their budget, would they dare 
not look and reconsider how they are 
spending their money when it comes to 
their family budget, they would not. 
Yet we continuously refuse to do the 
hard work of oversight. We do not want 
to offend anybody. In the process we 
are offending the next two generations. 
My hope is we don’t end up here at 
Christmas, but I was dead serious when 
I took my oath. I am going to defend 
the Constitution and I am going to 
work to make sure bills that are out-
side of that Constitution don’t pass 
this body. I am going to defend my ob-
ligation to the next two generations 
and the heritage this country was built 
on—one generation sacrificing for the 
next—so future opportunity is there. I 
am going to do everything in my power 
to not let $23 billion of extra spending 
go through this Senate at the end of 
the year. Now, I may not be successful 
in that, but at the end of the day, I am 
going to sleep real well knowing I am 
fulfilling my oath, knowing that I 
know what the Constitution says. 
When we get outside the bounds of the 
Constitution, in terms of Federal re-
sponsibility, what we do is we say in 
name we are helping somebody and we 
are charging it to our grandchildren 
and undermining the very opportunity 
we all experience. 
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My hope is we can come together 

during this season and say: Let’s get it 
right. Let’s not spend a bunch of extra 
money. Let’s put it back. We could be 
facing some pretty severe economic 
times in this country in terms of how 
things look, especially people who were 
sold homes and mortgages they didn’t 
qualify for and now are struggling. 
How are we going to address that? How 
are we going to help them through 
that? How are we going to accomplish 
that which empowers people, not Gov-
ernment? We need to be working on 
those things. We do not need to be 
spending the extra money now that we 
may, in fact, need to spend later. We 
may, in fact, need to borrow money 
later. So we should be doing the job 
right the first time, staying within our 
means, doing what is necessary, even 
though it offends people who might not 
get something from the Federal Gov-
ernment through an earmark. 

I believe the people of the Senate are 
great people. I believe, ultimately, 
they want what is great for this coun-
try. I know all of those who have chil-
dren and grandchildren wish and hope 
for the very best for their lives and to 
experience the kind of opportunities we 
have had. But I wish to tell my col-
leagues it is at risk. It is not a small 
risk, it is a great risk. Mr. President, 
2012 is coming fast; 2012, that day when 
the baby boomers are taking both So-
cial Security and Medicare, when we 
start down this road of $79 trillion 
worth of unfunded mandates. How can 
we be trusted to fix those problems 
when we can’t even live within our own 
budget? 

I said before, about a year and a half 
ago on this floor, that there is a rum-
ble in America and it is real. The 
American people are sick and tired of 
the partisan games we play. They don’t 
want to see Republicans pointing their 
fingers at Democrats. They don’t want 
to see Democrats pointing their fingers 
at Republicans. What they want us to 
do is the job of governing within our 
means. 

Our problem is we have difficulty 
identifying what is most important: 
Our political careers or the future of 
the country. What gets in front of us 
too often is how do we look good at 
home rather than how do we look good 
in the future so we secure the promise 
America stands for. My hope is we will 
work together. 

One final comment on the farm bill. 
We need a farm bill, but we don’t need 
a farm bill that continues to have pro-
grams that wealthy people who aren’t 
real farmers take advantage of—people 
who aren’t farmers, yet suck the 
money out of the farm program. Twen-
ty percent of our farmers produce 80 
percent of our goods, but a large por-
tion of the farm program goes to gen-
tlemen farmers—doctors, lawyers, who 
happen to own a small acreage and 
then suck the programs dry for their 
own benefit for things they could very 
well afford to pay for. So the farm bill 
isn’t going to go forward until we have 
an open amendment process. 

I agree with the majority leader. We 
shouldn’t have all of these votes that 
aren’t necessarily related to the farm 
bill, but we should certainly fix the 
crop insurance program. We should cer-
tainly mandate that if you are getting 
a government benefit as a farmer, you 
ought to be a farmer. You shouldn’t be 
an investor who is investing in making 
money off the hard-earned tax dollars 
of middle-class America. That is what 
too much of the farm program is. We 
shouldn’t be setting about saying that 
if we are going to incentivize to get 
greater production, and then all of a 
sudden if somebody is successful at it, 
then you can’t do it anymore. If an in-
centive is put in place to work, then 
let’s make it work. We haven’t done 
that with ethanol. We haven’t said you 
can only produce so much ethanol. So 
if an incentive works, we ought to use 
it. But we ought to make sure the peo-
ple getting those incentives are real 
farmers. 

Again, I thank the Chair for his in-
dulgence and I yield back the remain-
der of my time. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, today the 
Senate tried to call up and pass an 
amended version of S. 1662, the Small 
Business Venture Capital Act of 2007. 
There was objection to the bill based 
on a concern that it reauthorized the 
SBA’s Small Business Investment Com-
pany Participating Securities program, 
a program which the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget has predicted will 
have losses of about $3 billion. 

The amendment pending before the 
full Senate does not reauthorize the 
SBIC Participating Securities pro-
gram. That provision was taken out of 
the bill in October when the committee 
first circulated the proposed amend-
ment to colleagues and the parties no-
tified their members that the com-
mittee would like to pass the bill by 
unanimous consent. 

Equity financing like the SBIC Par-
ticipating Securities program is impor-
tant to the continuum of small busi-
ness financing, and testimony before 
our committee this summer empha-
sized the need for a reformed program 
to fill the void left by the private sec-
tor. However, as the report to S. 1662 
clarifies, Congress could not find com-
mon ground with the administration 
on reforming the program and so the 
committee included a token reauthor-
ization amount to signal to the busi-
ness community that it understood the 
need for small equity investments and 
that there was support for the Small 
Business Investment Company program 
in general. 

The bill reauthorizes through 2010 
the Small Business Investment Com-
pany Debenture program, and the New 
Markets Venture Capital program. 
Venture capital is a critical driver of 
our economy and job creation. Since 
the creation of the SBIC program al-
most 50 years ago, the country has ben-
efited from hundreds of thousands of 
jobs. Some examples of success stories 
include businesses that are now house-

hold names—Calaway Golf, Intel, 
Jenny Craig, Outback Steakhouse, and 
Federal Express. Through the SBA’s 
New Markets Venture Capital program, 
which has only been making invest-
ments for a couple of years, businesses 
in areas with the highest national em-
ployment, such as in the Appalachia 
region of Kentucky, have gotten access 
to more than $48 million in patient in-
vestment capital and created hundreds 
of jobs with sustainable wages and 
health care benefits. Senator SNOWE 
and I worked with the SBA in drafting 
S. 1662, and the committee of jurisdic-
tion adopted it unanimously—by a vote 
of 19 to 0. 

Further, we understand concerns 
about moving legislation last minute 
and we try to avoid that. In this case, 
our committee voted out this bill in 
June, giving colleagues with concerns 
more than 5 months to review the leg-
islation. And in anticipation of moving 
this bill by unanimous consent com-
mittee staff reached out to other of-
fices in October. We have tried for 6 
weeks to discuss the bill and identify 
any possible concerns. We gave those 
offices copies of the bill, the report, the 
CBO cost estimate, explained what was 
in the amendment to be hotlined, and 
provided a copy of the revised CBO cost 
estimate that reflected striking the 
section that reauthorized the SBIC par-
ticipating securities program and the 
section that triggered direct spending. 
The bill has a very modest cost, re-
duces the historic authorization levels, 
and has the potential to have a very 
positive impact on the economy, 
through investment and job creation. 
We would be happy to work with our 
colleagues to try and clarify any other 
misunderstandings and to work 
through any substantive concerns. I 
ask unanimous consent that a copy of 
the amendment be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Small Busi-
ness Venture Capital Act of 2007’’. 
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act— 
(1) the terms ‘‘Administration’’ and ‘‘Ad-

ministrator’’ mean the Small Business Ad-
ministration and the Administrator thereof, 
respectively; 

(2) the term ‘‘low-income geographic area’’ 
has the meaning given that term in section 
351 of the Small Business Investment Act of 
1958 (15 U.S.C. 689), as amended by this Act; 

(3) the term ‘‘New Markets Venture Cap-
ital company’’ has the meaning given that 
term in section 351 of the Small Business In-
vestment Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 689); and 

(4) the term ‘‘New Markets Venture Cap-
ital Program’’ means the program under part 
B of title III of the Small Business Invest-
ment Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 689 et seq.). 
SEC. 3. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents for this Act is as fol-
lows: 
Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Definitions. 
Sec. 3. Table of contents. 
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TITLE I—SMALL BUSINESS INVESTMENT 

COMPANY PROGRAM 
Sec. 101. Reauthorization. 
Sec. 102. Leverage. 
Sec. 103. Investments in smaller enterprises. 
Sec. 104. Maximum investment in a com-

pany. 
TITLE II—NEW MARKETS VENTURE 

CAPITAL PROGRAM 
Sec. 201. Diversification of New Markets 

Venture Capital Program. 
Sec. 202. Establishment of Office of New 

Markets Venture Capital. 
Sec. 203. Low-income geographic areas. 
Sec. 204. Applications for New Markets Ven-

ture Capital Program. 
Sec. 205. Operational assistance grants. 
Sec. 206. Authorization. 

TITLE I—SMALL BUSINESS INVESTMENT 
COMPANY PROGRAM 

SEC. 101. REAUTHORIZATION. 
Section 20 of the Small Business Act (15 

U.S.C. 631 note) is amended by inserting 
after subsection (e) the following: 

‘‘(f) SMALL BUSINESS VENTURE CAPITAL.— 
For the programs authorized under part A of 
title III of the Small Business Investment 
Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 681 et seq.), the Admin-
istrator is authorized to make— 

‘‘(1) $2,000,000,000 in guarantees of deben-
tures for fiscal year 2007; 

‘‘(2) $2,250,000,000 in guarantees of deben-
tures for fiscal year 2008; 

‘‘(3) $2,500,000,000 in guarantees of deben-
tures for fiscal year 2009; and 

‘‘(4) $2,750,000,000 in guarantees of deben-
tures for fiscal year 2010.’’. 
SEC. 102. LEVERAGE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 303(b)(2) of the 
Small Business Investment Act of 1958 (15 
U.S.C. 683(b)(2)) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(2) MAXIMUM LEVERAGE.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The maximum amount 

of outstanding leverage made available to 
any 1 company licensed under section 301(c) 
may not exceed the lesser of— 

‘‘(i) 300 percent of private capital; or 
‘‘(ii) $150,000,000. 
‘‘(B) MULTIPLE LICENSES UNDER COMMON 

CONTROL.—The maximum amount of out-
standing leverage made available to 2 or 
more companies licensed under section 301(c) 
that are commonly controlled (as deter-
mined by the Administrator) may not exceed 
$225,000,000. 

‘‘(C) INVESTMENTS IN WOMEN-OWNED AND MI-
NORITY-OWNED BUSINESSES AND IN LOW-INCOME 
GEOGRAPHIC AREAS.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The maximum amount of 
outstanding leverage made available to— 

‘‘(I) any 1 company described in clause (ii) 
may not exceed the lesser of— 

‘‘(aa) 300 percent of private capital; or 
‘‘(bb) $175,000,000; and 
‘‘(II) 2 or more companies described in 

clause (ii) that are commonly controlled (as 
determined by the Administrator) may not 
exceed $250,000,000. 

‘‘(ii) APPLICABILITY.—A company described 
in this clause is a company licensed under 
section 301(c) that certifies in writing that 
not less than 50 percent of the dollar amount 
of investments of that company shall be 
made in companies that, prior to that invest-
ment, are owned by women or minorities (as 
determined by the Administrator) or are lo-
cated in a low-income geographic area (as 
that term is defined in section 351). 

‘‘(D) EXCEPTION.—The Administrator may, 
on a case-by-case basis, impose such addi-
tional terms and conditions relating to the 
maximum amount of outstanding leverage 
made available as the Administrator deter-
mines to be appropriate to minimize the risk 
of loss to the Administration in the event of 
a default.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—Section 303(b) of the Small Business 
Investment Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 683(b)) is 
amended by striking paragraph (4). 
SEC. 103. INVESTMENTS IN SMALLER ENTER-

PRISES. 
Section 303(d) of the Small Business In-

vestment Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 683(d)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(d) INVESTMENTS IN SMALLER ENTER-
PRISES.—The Administrator shall require 
each licensee, as a condition of an applica-
tion for leverage, to certify in writing that 
not less than 25 percent of the aggregate dol-
lar amount of financings of that licensee 
shall be provided to smaller enterprises.’’. 
SEC. 104. MAXIMUM INVESTMENT IN A COMPANY. 

Section 306(a) of the Small Business In-
vestment Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 686(a)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘20 per centum’’ and in-
serting ‘‘30 percent’’. 

TITLE II—NEW MARKETS VENTURE 
CAPITAL PROGRAM 

SEC. 201. DIVERSIFICATION OF NEW MARKETS 
VENTURE CAPITAL PROGRAM. 

(a) SELECTION OF COMPANIES IN EACH GEO-
GRAPHIC REGION.—Section 354 of the Small 
Business Investment Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 
689c) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(f) GEOGRAPHIC GOAL.—In selecting com-
panies to participate as New Markets Ven-
ture Capital companies in the program es-
tablished under this part, the Administrator 
shall have as a goal to select, from among 
companies submitting applications under 
subsection (b), at least 1 company from each 
geographic region of the Administration.’’. 

(b) PARTICIPATION IN NEW MARKETS VEN-
TURE CAPITAL PROGRAM.— 

(1) ADMINISTRATION PARTICIPATION RE-
QUIRED.—Section 353 of the Small Business 
Investment Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 689b) is 
amended in the matter preceding paragraph 
(1), by striking ‘‘under which the Adminis-
trator may’’ and inserting ‘‘under which the 
Administrator shall’’. 

(2) SMALL MANUFACTURER PARTICIPATION.— 
Section 353(1) of the Small Business Invest-
ment Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 689b(1)) is amend-
ed by inserting after ‘‘section 352’’ the fol-
lowing: ‘‘(with a goal of at least 1 such agree-
ment to be with a company engaged pri-
marily in the development of and investment 
in small manufacturers, to the extent prac-
ticable)’’. 
SEC. 202. ESTABLISHMENT OF OFFICE OF NEW 

MARKETS VENTURE CAPITAL. 
Title II of the Small Business Investment 

Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 671) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 202. OFFICE OF NEW MARKETS VENTURE 

CAPITAL. 
‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 

in the Investment Division of the Adminis-
tration, the Office of New Markets Venture 
Capital. 

‘‘(b) DIRECTOR.—The head of the Office of 
New Markets Venture Capital shall be an in-
dividual appointed in the competitive service 
or excepted service. 

‘‘(c) RESPONSIBILITIES OF DIRECTOR.—The 
responsibilities of the head of the Office of 
New Markets Venture Capital include— 

‘‘(1) to administer the New Markets Ven-
ture Capital Program under part B of title 
III; 

‘‘(2) to assess, not less frequently than 
once every 2 years, the nature and scope of 
the New Markets Venture Capital Program 
and to advise the Administrator on rec-
ommended changes to the program, based on 
such assessment; 

‘‘(3) to work to expand the number of small 
business concerns participating in the New 
Markets Venture Capital Program; and 

‘‘(4) to encourage investment in small 
manufacturing.’’. 

SEC. 203. LOW-INCOME GEOGRAPHIC AREAS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 351 of the Small 

Business Investment Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 
689) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (2); 
(2) by redesignating paragraphs (3) through 

(8) as paragraphs (2) through (7), respec-
tively; and 

(3) in paragraph (2), as so redesignated— 
(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph 

(A)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘the term’’ and inserting 

‘‘The term’’; and 
(ii) by striking ‘‘means’’; 
(B) by striking subparagraph (A) and in-

serting the following: 
‘‘(A) means a ‘low-income community’ 

within the meaning of section 45D(e) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to 
the new markets tax credit); and’’; and 

(C) in subparagraph (B), in the matter pre-
ceding clause (i), by inserting ‘‘includes’’ be-
fore ‘‘any area’’. 

(b) APPLICATION OF AMENDED DEFINITION TO 
CAPITAL REQUIREMENT.—The definition of a 
low-income geographic area in section 351 of 
the Small Business Investment Act of 1958, 
as amended by subsection (a), shall apply to 
capital raised by a New Markets Venture 
Capital company before, on, or after the date 
of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 204. APPLICATIONS FOR NEW MARKETS 

VENTURE CAPITAL PROGRAM. 
Not later than 1 year after the date of en-

actment of this Act, the Administrator shall 
prescribe standard documents for an applica-
tion for final approval by a New Markets 
Venture Capital company under section 
354(e) of the Small Business Investment Act 
of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 689c(e)). The Administrator 
shall ensure that such documents are de-
signed to substantially reduce the cost bur-
den of the application process on a company 
making such an application. 
SEC. 205. OPERATIONAL ASSISTANCE GRANTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 358(a)(4)(A) of the 
Small Business Investment Act of 1958 (15 
U.S.C. 689g(a)(4)(A)) is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(A) NEW MARKETS VENTURE CAPITAL COM-
PANIES.—Notwithstanding section 354(d)(2), 
the amount of a grant made under this sub-
section to a New Markets Venture Capital 
company shall be equal to the lesser of— 

‘‘(i) 10 percent of the private capital raised 
by the company; or 

‘‘(ii) $1,000,000.’’. 
(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT AND LIMITA-

TION ON TIME FOR FINAL APPROVAL OF COMPA-
NIES.—Section 354(d) of the Small Business 
Investment Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 689c(d)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(d) REQUIREMENTS TO BE MET FOR FINAL 
APPROVAL.—The Administrator shall grant 
each conditionally approved company 2 years 
to raise not less than $5,000,000 of private 
capital or binding capital commitments from 
one or more investors (other than agencies 
or departments of the Federal Government) 
who met criteria established by the Adminis-
trator.’’. 
SEC. 206. AUTHORIZATION. 

Section 368(a) of the Small Business In-
vestment Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 689q(a)) is 
amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by striking ‘‘fiscal years 2001 through 2006’’ 
and inserting ‘‘fiscal years 2007 through 
2010’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking 
‘‘$30,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$20,000,000’’. 

Mr. KERRY. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 
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Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

INFLAMED RHETORIC 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have 
sought recognition to comment about a 
statement made by the majority lead-
er, Senator HARRY REID, yesterday 
that: 

. . . President Bush, he is the man who is 
pulling the strings on the 49 puppets he has 
here in the Senate. 

I have had my staff advise his staff 
that I intended to make some com-
ments about that so he would be noti-
fied and could come to the floor if he 
chose to do so. His office is right adja-
cent to the floor. He is a minute or 2 
away. I believe that is a very inappro-
priate statement. 

I refer to rule XIX of the Senate 
rules, which provides: 

. . . No Senator in debate shall, directly or 
indirectly, by any form of words impute to 
another Senator or to other Senators any 
conduct or motive unworthy or unbecoming 
a Senator. 

It is my view that being called a pup-
pet is in direct violation of that rule. I 
don’t think there is much doubt about 
it. That is a term of derision, of ridi-
cule, of censure, and it is an oppro-
brious term to make that statement. 

I am especially concerned about it 
because in the immediate past there 
have been many Senators who have di-
rectly disagreed with the President— 
hardly puppets of President Bush or 
hardly puppets of anyone. Under our 
Constitution, the separation of powers 
makes the Congress separate from the 
executive branch and from the courts. 
That separation and that independence 
is something that Senators prize so 
very highly. So I don’t take it lightly, 
and I don’t think the other 48 of my 
colleagues take it lightly to be called 
puppets. 

Let’s look at the record. Within the 
past month, on November 8, 35 Repub-
licans voted to override President 
Bush’s veto of the Water Resources and 
Development Act. The veto was over-
ridden; 35 disagreed with the President. 
It hardly sounds like there are 35 pup-
pets there to vote to override the 
President’s veto. 

On April 11, 18 Republicans joined in 
support of the Stem Cell Enhancement 
Act of 2007. That is an issue that this 
Senator has worked on extensively 
since 1998, when stem cells first came 
upon the scene, and I was chairing the 
Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Health and Human Services. We have 
had some 20 hearings. Twice we en-
acted legislation to authorize the use 
of Federal funds for embryonic stem 
cell research. It doesn’t sound like the 
18 Senators who bucked the President’s 
position are puppets. 

On November 13, less than a month 
ago, 17 Republican Senators voted to 
support the SCHIP program, which the 

President was on record as opposing. 
He didn’t like the amount of money 
that was involved with children’s 
health. On November 7, 10 Republican 
Senators voted in support of passage of 
the Labor, Health, Human Services and 
Education Appropriations bill, despite 
the President’s promised veto. He did 
veto it. 

So here you have 4 situations readily 
at hand, where 35, 18, 17, and 10 Repub-
lican Senators disagreed with the 
President. It doesn’t sound like the 
Senators are puppets in that context. 

Yesterday Senator REID also com-
plained about the necessity to file clo-
ture some 56 times. Well, each time 
cloture was filed, there is a complex 
story behind the cloture. On a good 
many of those occasions, cloture was 
filed and the so-called tree was filled, 
which precluded Senators from offering 
amendments. There was a time when 
Senators proudly said that any Senator 
could offer any amendment on any bill 
at any time. There might be some limi-
tations postcloture on germaneness or 
on some rules, but a practice has devel-
oped in this body to foreclose that. The 
jargon is the ‘‘filling the tree,’’ and 
when the tree is filled, nobody can offer 
an amendment. 

Regrettably, that has been done by 
Republicans as well as Democrats. 
When it is hard to affix blame around 
here for the logjam, for our inability to 
get much done, you can usually divide 
it 50/50 between the parties. So to say 
Senator REID has had to file cloture on 
56 occasions doesn’t tell you very 
much. 

Then the issue he took up yesterday 
in filing for cloture on the AMT, alter-
native minimum tax, Senator REID 
filed for cloture on the House bill, 
which stands very little chance of pass-
ing the Senate because it is fully offset 
with controversial revenue raisers. 
Now it is true that Senate Democrats 
offered to remove the offsets but to 
keep them in place for the tax extend-
ers. The Republican position has been 
that it is illogical to use permanent 
tax increases to offset a temporary ex-
tension of current tax policy. So there 
is a good reason for what is being done 
here. 

There is no doubt the AMT has to 
have a fix. If it is not done, there will 
be some 23 million Americans who will 
be taxed instead of the 3 million now. 
So we are all dedicated to that propo-
sition. If you take a look at the 
RECORD on August 2 of this year, I of-
fered an amendment to the small busi-
ness tax relief bill to repeal the 1993 
AMT rate increase. 

On July 20, 2007, I voted in support of 
a Kyl amendment to the educational 
reconciliation bill, which fully repealed 
the AMT. 

On March 23 of this year, I voted in 
support of a Lott amendment to the 
budget resolution that would have al-
lowed for repeal of the 1993 AMT rate 
increase. 

Again, on the same day, March 23, I 
voted in support of a Grassley amend-

ment to the budget resolution that 
would have allowed the full repeal of 
the AMT. 

The same day, I voted in support of 
the Sessions amendment to the budget 
resolution that would have allowed 
families to deduct personal exemptions 
when calculating their AMT liability. 

The RECORD is full of good-faith ef-
forts to solve this problem. But as indi-
cated, as stated, the course which the 
majority leader has taken is unsatis-
factory to people on this side of the 
aisle. Whether it is satisfactory or un-
satisfactory, it is not appropriate to 
call 49 Republican Senators puppets. 
We are trying to move through the 
business of the year—the people’s busi-
ness. We have 21⁄2 weeks. Not a whole 
lot has been done. We were in on Mon-
day; no votes. In yesterday; one non-
controversial vote. We didn’t come in 
until noon today. 

I have been around here a substantial 
period of time and I wonder how we are 
going to get through all of the unfin-
ished appropriations bills and the 
many other matters that are pending 
on the calendar. When the majority 
leader makes a proposal and asks for 
Republican assistance, many of us have 
been willing to listen to what he has to 
say. But he doesn’t improve his case 
when he starts calling us puppets. I 
wonder if he is up to the job when he 
resorts to that kind of a statement, 
which only furthers the level of rancor 
and insults and animosity with that 
kind of an insulting comment. 

I would be interested in the majority 
leader’s reply, if he cares to make one. 
I will be near by the Senate floor. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

THE FARM BILL 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I come 

to the floor to talk about the negotia-
tions on the farm bill and to ask my 
Republican colleagues to think very 
carefully—especially the farm State 
colleagues—about the circumstance we 
face with respect to the farm bill. 

The majority leader made an offer to 
the Republican leader during the break 
that we would have a chance to move 
forward if they could do 10 amend-
ments on their side and we can do 5 
amendments on our side; that 2 of their 
10 be unrelated to the farm bill, and 
that we have 2 additional amendments, 
and the bipartisan amendments that 
have been filed would not count 
against either allocation. That offer 
was made to Senator MCCONNELL, and 
Senator MCCONNELL has not yet an-
swered or counteroffered. 

I hope the Republican leader will in-
dicate how we could proceed. If there is 
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a need for additional amendments—ap-
parently, Senator HARKIN indicated it 
would be reasonable if there were 17 
perhaps on their side and 14 on our 
side. Whatever the number is that 
would help us reach a conclusion would 
be very important for our being able to 
advance the legislation that came out 
of the committee, without a dissenting 
vote. 

There are 21 Members of the Senate 
Agriculture Committee, Republicans 
and Democrats. This farm bill came 
out without a single dissenting vote. It 
is paid for, it is less costly than the 
President’s farm proposal, and it has 
the beginnings of reform. 

This is a reasonable offer. Certainly, 
Senator REID made it. If you look at 
previous farm bills, typically the num-
ber of recorded votes have been about 
20 amendments, sometimes a bit more, 
sometimes a bit less. On average, there 
have been around 20 amendments that 
have actually been voted on. Senator 
REID’s proposal would have 17 rollcall 
votes before final passage. So that 
would be a bit below the average. The 
leader has made clear that if there are 
some additional amendments that are 
required in order to advance this pro-
posal, he is open to doing that. 

The current farm bill expires this 
year. Farmers need to know and their 
bankers need to know what the rules of 
the road are going to be. So it is abso-
lutely essential we get this legislation 
through the Senate and we have an op-
portunity to go to conference with the 
House to work out the differences in 
the early part of next year. 

Let me make one final point, if I 
may. Some are saying just extend the 
current farm bill by a year or two. 
First of all, we know that if it is a 1- 
year extension, it will be 2 years be-
cause next year is an election year. Be-
yond that, our colleagues should know 
the baseline for writing a farm bill is 
based on the last 5 years of experience 
with farm legislation. That baseline is 
already down substantially because the 
last farm bill cost $17 billion less than 
the estimates at the time it was writ-
ten. That baseline is going to go only 
in one direction for the commodity 
provisions at least, and that is down. 

So anybody who is concerned about 
writing a farm bill that meets the 
needs of the American people—not just 
the commodity title but nutrition, con-
servation, research, and all the rest— 
should understand this noose is going 
to do nothing but get tighter. It is al-
ready very tight—very tight. 

I hope our colleagues on the other 
side bend their best efforts to come up 
with a response to the proposal the ma-
jority leader made to reach conclusion, 
and I hope they do it soon. The clock is 
ticking. American farm and ranch fam-
ilies across this country are waiting. 
We should not ask them to wait past 
Christmas. So much needs to be done, 
so many decisions need to be made, but 
Congress needs to act now. 

I yield the floor. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST— 
H.R. 3074 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of the 
conference report to accompany H.R. 
3074, the Transportation-HUD, related 
agencies appropriations, 2008; that 
there be 20 minutes of debate with re-
spect to the conference report, with the 
time equally divided and controlled be-
tween Senators MURRAY and BOND or 
their designees; that upon the use or 
yielding back of time, the Senate pro-
ceed to vote on adoption of the con-
ference report, without further inter-
vening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, on be-
half of the Republican leadership, I ob-
ject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

The Senator from Washington. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I have 

come to the floor today to make sure 
the record is clear on the difference be-
tween what is being said in Wash-
ington, DC, today and what is actually 
taking place. 

Yesterday, President Bush took to 
the microphones to complain for the 
second day in a row that Congress was 
not getting its work done. For a second 
day in a row, he complained that Con-
gress is not sending him appropriations 
bills that fund the most basic functions 
of Government. And for a second day in 
a row, our minority leader, Senator 
MCCONNELL, followed suit. He came out 
on the Senate floor and complained 
that Congress has not sent the appro-
priations bills to the President. 

Let’s be clear, I made a request to 
pass the final conference bill for the 
transportation-housing appropriations 
bill so it could be sent to President 
Bush. What was the result? The Repub-
lican Senators blocked it from going to 
the White House, and that was not the 
first time that happened. They blocked 
the transportation-housing appropria-
tions bill from going to the White 
House twice before. Mr. President, 21⁄2 
weeks ago on November 15, they 
blocked it; 21⁄2 weeks ago on November 
16, they blocked it; and then they 
blocked it again today. 

Let me tell you what is going on 
here. President Bush and the Senate 
Republican leadership are trying to 
quietly block our progress on funding 
the needs of the American people while 
loudly complaining about our failure to 
make progress. 

I would understand the actions of the 
Senate Republican leadership if our 
transportation-housing bill was par-
tisan or divisive, but the conference 
agreement we are trying to move again 
today has the support of every single 
Republican who sat on the conference 
committee in the House and in the 
Senate. That bill originally passed the 
Senate with 88 votes. That conference 
agreement has already passed the 
House with 270 votes. 

This is not a controversial bill. It 
makes critical investments in some of 
the most urgent needs of the American 
people and their local communities. 
That bill provides $195 million to re-
place the I–35W bridge that collapsed in 
Minnesota, an issue all of us came out 
on the floor and said we would move 
rapidly to take care of. It is sitting 
right here in the Senate, one step away 
from getting it to the President to be 
signed into law, and the Republican 
leadership said no. So they are loudly 
complaining about our failure to make 
progress. 

I would understand the actions of the 
Senate Republican leadership if they 
had not taken a look at this bill and 
realized the critical funding in it. Be-
sides the $195 million for the I–35W 
bridge, we have $1 billion in enhanced 
highway formula funding so all our 
States—all 50 States—can inspect and 
make repairs to their most deficient 
bridges, an issue we all agreed was im-
portant. 

We have $75 million in new housing 
vouchers that will shelter homeless 
veterans, including our struggling vet-
erans who have returned from Iraq and 
Afghanistan. This is critical funding 
for which our communities and our 
veterans are waiting. 

It rejects hundreds of millions of dol-
lars in cuts that were originally pro-
posed by the White House, cuts that 
would have thrown Amtrak into bank-
ruptcy and made the congestion at our 
airports worse, not better. 

Our bill also includes $200 million 
which is urgently needed to provide 
housing counseling services to keep 
struggling mortgage holders in their 
homes. 

I wish to take a moment to talk 
about that last item, the $200 million 
for housing counseling. This Nation is 
in the middle of a housing crisis. Mil-
lions of homeowners are at risk of los-
ing their homes in the next few quar-
ters as interest rates on billions and 
billions of dollars in mortgages are 
being adjusted upward. 

On Monday, a few days ago, the 
President’s own Treasury Secretary, 
Hank Paulson, and his Housing Sec-
retary, Alphonso Jackson, made 
speeches on the need for Congress to 
address the many steps necessary to 
minimize this crisis. Secretary Paulson 
complained at a national housing 
forum about the number of borrowers 
who were entering foreclosure without 
contacting either their lender or their 
mortgage counselor. He said: 

For this public outreach campaign to be 
successful, there must be enough trained 
mortgage counselors to answer the phone 
when homeowners call. The administration 
requested funding for NeighborWorks Amer-
ica and other nonprofit mortgage counseling 
operations in its budget. 

f 

EXTENSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time under morning business has 
expired. 
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Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 

for 4 additional minutes to finish my 
statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I was 
going to use the occasion to ask unani-
mous consent that following the Sen-
ator from Washington speaking, I 
would like to be recognized for up to 10 
minutes in morning business. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, we 
have a number of Senators on our side 
seeking recognition. Perhaps we can 
put that together fairly quickly. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair notes that at this time, there is 
5 minutes left in morning business for 
the Republican side. The Democratic 
side has used all of its time in morning 
business. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that morning busi-
ness be extended to include 4 minutes 
for myself, the Senator from Wash-
ington—— 

Mr. CORNYN. I would like 10 min-
utes. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Ten minutes to the 
Senator from Texas, 5 minutes to the 
Senator from Montana, 10 minutes to 
the Senator from Illinois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I as-
sumed we were going to go off morning 
business and onto the calendar. I was 
going to speak for 20 minutes, so I will 
speak in line of appearance on the floor 
for 20 minutes at whatever appropriate 
time that is. 

Mrs. MURRAY. I add that to the con-
sent request, that if there are Repub-
lican Senators who would like inter-
vening times, in between, we include 
those as well in the unanimous consent 
request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas. 

Mr. CORNYN. Reserving the right to 
object, and I will not object, I express 
my appreciation to the Senator from 
Washington for allowing Republican 
Senators to intervene and the extent to 
which Democratic Members speak, I 
would like to make sure we have equiv-
alent time on our side. I think we can 
work that out. 

Mrs. MURRAY. That is included in 
my request. I ask additionally that 
Senator MENENDEZ be allowed 10 min-
utes as well as the end of that unani-
mous subsequent request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Senator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I ask that my 5 min-
utes be expanded to 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator so modify her request? 

Mrs. MURRAY. I do. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-

quest is so modified. Is there objection 
to the existing unanimous consent re-
quest? Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

THUD APPROPRIATIONS 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, as I 

was saying, Secretary Paulson has 

been complaining about the need for 
mortgage counseling, and he said: 

For this public outreach campaign to be 
successful, there must be enough trained 
mortgage counselors to answer the phone 
when homeowners call. The administration 
requested funding for NeighborWorks Amer-
ica and other nonprofit mortgage counseling 
operations in its budget. But the appropria-
tions bill has yet to be finalized; Congress 
needs to get it done quickly. 

That was not me, that was Secretary 
Paulson. We can do that right now. In 
fact, we could have done it last month. 
We are trying desperately to send this 
bill in its final stages that includes 
critical investment in housing coun-
seling to the White House, just as Sec-
retary Paulson said he wanted us to do. 

The bipartisan conferees on this bill 
agree that the amount the President 
asked for was too low to meet the de-
mand for housing counseling, given the 
size of the problem. Congress acted. We 
increased it substantially. But even 
though every Republican conferee on 
our bill signed onto that plan, we are 
now being blocked from sending it to 
the White House. I only wish the Sen-
ate Republican leadership would follow 
the words of Secretary Paulson and 
Secretary Jackson about the need for 
this urgent initiative. 

Yesterday’s Washington Post pub-
lished an article on our $200 million 
housing counseling initiative. I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD the Washington Post arti-
cle. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Dec. 4, 2007] 
NONPROFIT GROUPS TAKE CENTER STAGE 

(By Renae Merle) 
In the middle of his speech yesterday on 

the administration’s efforts to fix the mort-
gage crisis, Treasury Secretary Henry M. 
Paulson Jr. paused to carefully spell out a 
toll-free telephone number that troubled 
homeowners can call for help. 

The hotline is not staffed by government 
officials or mortgage lenders. Rather, the 
calls are answered by consumer counselors 
from nonprofit groups, which are taking an 
increasingly high-profile role in helping bor-
rowers with mortgage problems. 

The groups are acting in some cases as a 
buffer between lenders and homeowners. Leg-
islation is pending before Congress that 
would tap NeighborWorks America, a na-
tional nonprofit group, to distribute $200 
million to local counseling centers. In Octo-
ber, the Neighborhood Assistance Corpora-
tion of America, often a vocal critic of mort-
gage lenders, signed a deal with Countrywide 
Financial, the nation’s biggest mortgage 
lender, to help restructure loans for strug-
gling Countrywide clients. 

However the administration addresses the 
mortgage crisis, ‘‘they are going to need the 
nonprofit community,’’ said Kenneth D. 
Wade, chief executive of NeighborWorks. 

His group is training new housing coun-
selors and plans to double its counseling 
staff by next month. ‘‘We think every con-
sumer needs a mortgage adviser,’’ he said. 

Nonprofit organizations around the coun-
try are already seeing a soaring demand for 
their services. St. Ambrose Housing Aid Cen-
ter in Baltimore, which usually sees about 
700 families a year, says it has met with al-
most 2,000 so far this year. 

At the National Foundation for Credit 
Counseling, where about half the counselors 
at its member agencies focus on housing 
issues, President Susan Keating says: ‘‘We 
are very, very busy.’’ 

Government and mortgage industry offi-
cials don’t often agree on what caused the 
mortgage crisis, what its impact will be, or 
how to cure it, but they all say that reaching 
homeowners before they go into foreclosure 
is difficult. 

If a homeowner with an adjustable-rate 
mortgage that is about to reset, or one who 
is behind in payments receives mail from his 
lender offering help, the homeowner responds 
3 to 5 percent of the time, according to Hope 
Now, a new alliance of mortgage industry 
and nonprofit organizations. If the offer 
comes from a community group, the re-
sponse rate is about 25 percent. About 50 per-
cent of homeowners who go into foreclosure 
do so without ever contacting their lender. 

‘‘If we are to make a difference, that num-
ber has to be reduced,’’ Paulson said. 

The best hope, many think, may be 
through the nonprofit community. The toll- 
free number Paulson touted—888–995–HOPE— 
has seen a spike in volume, to 3,000 calls a 
day from 300 a year ago. 

There are 180 consumer counselors from six 
nonprofit groups answering those calls. That 
will increase to 250 by the end of the year, 
according to the Homeownership Preserva-
tion Foundation, which manages the hotline. 

With an estimated 2 million adjustable- 
rate mortgages scheduled to reset in the 
next two years, even that likely will not be 
enough. ‘‘We are definitely not going to be 
stopping at 250,’’ said Tracy Morgan, a 
spokeswoman for the foundation, which is 
largely financed by the mortgage industry. 

The counselors focus on diagnosing the 
homeowners’ problems, then direct them to a 
local community group for help or guide 
them through a call with their lender. The 
initial call usually lasts about 45 minutes as 
the counselor puts together a detailed budg-
et analysis and creates an action plan for the 
homeowner, according to the foundation. 
That could include getting a second job or 
reducing spending. The foundation does not 
charge homeowners for the service. 

In a separate program, the Neighborhood 
Assistance Corporation of America acts as a 
go-between, working out deals with lenders 
on behalf of borrowers. Under its deal with 
Countrywide, the Neighborhood Assistance 
Corporation of America has restructured 
about 200 loans. 

Like many nonprofit groups, it has seen 
demand for its services climb in the past 
year and attributes most of the increase to 
homeowners with adjustable-rate mortgages. 
To keep up with demand, the organization is 
opening five offices around the country and 
is hiring about 30 employees a month. 

‘‘This is just the beginning. It is going to 
get far worse,’’ said Bruce Marks, the group’s 
chief executive. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, this 
article describes the importance of 
nonprofit housing counseling agencies 
and all they can do to help keep our 
mortgage holders in their homes. 

Finally, I wish to say this: In the re-
cent days, the storms in my State of 
Washington highlight how critical and 
important this bill is. Devastating mud 
slides and floods in my State of Wash-
ington and the State of Oregon have 
swamped out homes and washed out 
roads all across our States. It has been 
devastating. Families are hurting. Peo-
ple cannot get to work. People cannot 
get to where they need to go. Many of 
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our roads are closed, including a 20- 
mile stretch of Interstate 5, a major ar-
tery connecting Seattle and Portland, 
which will be closed through Thursday, 
possibly longer, and the floods have 
virtually isolated communities across 
the Pacific Northwest. My heart goes 
out to all these families who have been 
affected. 

We are going to be feeling the effect 
of this storm you have been watching 
on television for days, weeks, possibly 
months. That is not just because it 
caused serious damage to our roads and 
bridges. The closure of I–5 forced cars 
and trucks traveling from Seattle to 
Portland to detour all the way to the 
Tri-Cities. That is a drive that not only 
takes 4 hours longer, but it means our 
drivers have to go across a high moun-
tain pass, not once but twice, to get to 
Portland. Think about the effect that 
is going to have on our businesses and 
our economy. 

The impact of that storm reinforces 
how important transportation infra-
structure is to every single one of us. 
We need to make those investments in 
our roads, in our bridges, in our air-
ports, in our railways because one rain 
storm, one bridge disaster, one airport 
disruption can have huge impacts on 
our families and our economy through-
out the region and throughout the 
country. 

I am deeply disappointed the Repub-
lican leadership has said no. This is a 
bill that has passed the conference 
committee, passed the House, and it 
has one more step to make it to the 
President. It has bipartisan support. 
There is no reason we cannot finish 
this business, send it to the President, 
and get one of the critical appropria-
tions bills done that he has been 
yelling we have been holding up. It is 
here. We are ready. We are waiting for 
a response. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas. 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I hear 

the distinguished Senator from Wash-
ington and other Members on that side 
of the aisle complain about their in-
ability to get things done. But I have 
to remind them, here we are on Decem-
ber 5, 2007. We have been operating on 
a continuing resolution because the 
majority has failed to pass and send to 
the President 11 appropriations bills. 
We are not doing the basic work Con-
gress is supposed to do to keep the 
lights on, to keep the Government 
working. Unfortunately, it doesn’t stop 
there. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. CORNYN. I will not yield. 
Mr. BAUCUS. I think the Senator 

from Washington made a point to show 
the Senator from Texas is incorrect. 

Mr. CORNYN. I will reclaim my right 
to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas has the floor. 

Mr. CORNYN. I will be glad to re-
spond to the distinguished Senator 
after I conclude my remarks. 

The fact now is that we have before 
us an effort—a misguided effort—to 
protect 23 or so million Americans 
from a middle-class tax increase. We 
know health care providers and physi-
cians are going to be subjected to Dra-
conian cuts in their reimbursement 
rates. We know our intelligence com-
munity needs a permanent solution to 
the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance 
Act, which will expire in February. 
And we know that instead of providing 
the funding to our troops that they 
need in order to protect us and our al-
lies in the global war on terror, we are 
seeing strings attached, other quali-
fications insisted upon by the other 
party, which have impeded and slowed 
down and, indeed, to this point stopped 
our ability to fund our troops. 

I wish to particularly, though, focus 
on the tax increase that, as a result of 
the inaction of the majority—the so- 
called alternative minimum tax—is 
going to take place unless we find some 
way to work our way through this 
issue without a tremendous tax in-
crease on other hard-working Ameri-
cans. 

If there were ever a misnomer for a 
tax, this would be it because for an in-
creasing number of Americans the al-
ternative minimum tax is neither al-
ternative, nor is it minimal. 

Congress, it should be remembered, 
created the AMT almost 40 years ago in 
response to the testimony of the then- 
Secretary of the Treasury that 155 tax-
payers paid zero Federal income tax on 
their 1967 tax returns. Unfortunately, 
but I guess predictably, this tax, cre-
ated to target the very rich, the 155 
who paid no taxes, has now grown to 
cover roughly 6 million people today 
and will grow to cover roughly 23 mil-
lion people next year unless action is 
taken. It has, in the process, grown to 
cover more and more taxpayers and 
now will capture unsuspecting middle- 
class taxpayers by surprise unless Con-
gress acts. This is because, unlike the 
regular income tax, the AMT is not in-
dexed for inflation. This means that 
over time, economic growth and infla-
tion have caused a steady increase in 
the number of middle-income tax-
payers who will get hit by the AMT. 
Working parents who have children and 
qualify for deductions and credits 
under the standard tax system get a 
rude awakening when they discover 
they are subjected to the alternative 
minimum tax, which literally cancels 
out many of these deductions. This will 
add unnecessary complexity to the Tax 
Code and increase tax compliance costs 
and complicate taxpayers’ decisions. 

In recent years, Congress has enacted 
temporary fixes to prevent the AMT 
from hitting millions of taxpayers with 
a higher tax bill. While this solution is 
not perfect, it did at least limit the 
reach of the AMT. 

Now, the Senate has considered legis-
lation on five different occasions that 
would have either eliminated the AMT 
or greatly scaled it back. In one in-
stance, not a single member of the ma-

jority party voted to fully repeal the 
AMT, and only one Democrat sup-
ported a proposal that would have 
rolled the increase in the AMT back to 
rates that took place under President 
Clinton. Of course, history tells us that 
President Clinton himself vetoed the 
bill that would have eliminated the 
AMT back in 1999. 

We know the majority leader has now 
filed cloture on H.R. 3996, known as the 
Temporary Tax Relief Act of 2007. 
Note, Mr. President, the title, ‘‘Tem-
porary Tax Relief.’’ While the bill pro-
vides limited temporary relief for tax-
payers, it, at the same time, perma-
nently increases taxes on America’s en-
trepreneurs and makes it more dif-
ficult for the United States to remain 
competitive in the global capital mar-
ket. In other words, it makes taxpayers 
pay for the mistake Congress made 40 
years ago when it created the AMT. 

The bill makes fundamental changes 
to the laws affecting the taxation of 
partnerships. These partnerships have 
successfully encouraged the pooling of 
capital, ideas, and skills in a manner 
that promotes entrepreneurship and 
risk-taking, and, not to be overlooked, 
jobs. The bill raises taxes on capital 
formation in the United States and will 
increase the cost of and thus decrease 
the availability of capital to businesses 
throughout the country. The bill will 
severely handicap a vibrant and grow-
ing part of the U.S. economy in terms 
of our global competitiveness. 

International competition for capital 
is a driving factor for business. At a 
time when many of us are raising con-
cerns regarding the competitiveness of 
U.S. capital markets and pointing out 
that our economic competitors are 
doing everything they can to emulate 
the success of our capital markets, the 
last thing we should want to do is to 
put the United States and U.S. busi-
nesses to a disadvantage by increasing 
taxes on capital formation and driving 
investment dollars away to other mar-
kets. We simply can’t afford for the 
Senate to tax long-term investments in 
a way that puts America at a competi-
tive disadvantage. 

Many on the other side would argue 
that any AMT relief should be ‘‘paid 
for’’ by raising revenue in order to neu-
tralize the effect of the AMT cut. They 
say they can’t just fix the AMT be-
cause it is revenue they have already 
anticipated. This is a revenue which, in 
fact, they need to fund the ever-in-
creasing growth of the Federal Govern-
ment, unfortunately demonstrated by 
pork-laden appropriations bills and a 
bloated budget. At every turn through-
out the year’s appropriations season, 
we have seen the majority push for 
more and more spending. Threatened 
with a Presidential veto, they have 
dared the President to veto these 
bloated spending bills, only to find us 
in the mess we are in today. 

Those on the other side of the aisle 
have been counting on the increased 
revenue from the AMT to fund their 
growth of the Federal Government. 
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They seem to consider the mistaken 
growth of the AMT to be some kind of 
windfall profit, and, in fact, they seem 
to have forgotten where the money 
comes from in the first place. We all 
should know it comes from hard-work-
ing American taxpayers, families, peo-
ple in my State of Texas who already 
pay their fair share of taxes and can’t 
afford to bear the burden of the Gov-
ernment’s mistakes. So rather than fix 
the AMT and protect taxpayers from 
this unwarranted and unexpected tax 
increase, my colleagues would prefer to 
replace the AMT revenue with a new 
tax under a new name. I have to tell 
you that this kind of shell game is a 
too typical Washington approach. 

Instead of figuring out ways to keep 
the hands of Washington bureaucrats 
in the pockets of taxpayers, this Con-
gress ought to continue to do all it can 
to protect millions of middle-class tax-
payers from a tax that no one ever in-
tended for them to have to pay in the 
first place. Taxpayers already work for 
4 months out of the year to pay their 
local, State, and Federal taxes. The 
last thing Congress should be doing is 
increasing the number of days Amer-
ican taxpayers work for Uncle Sam in-
stead of for their families. 

What is worse, Congress’s inability to 
provide timely AMT relief will also 
cause unnecessary delays in processing 
tax returns and getting refunds to tax-
payers who are entitled to them. The 
IRS Oversight Board, an independent 
board created by Congress as part of 
the IRS Restructuring and Reform Act 
of 1998, told Congress just last month 
that a delay threatens the IRS’s ability 
to process returns and issue refunds in 
a timely manner and will impose a sig-
nificant burden on taxpayers. But that 
is where we find ourselves today as a 
result of the mismanagement of our 
agenda. 

According to the IRS governing Over-
sight Board, delaying the filing season 
by just 2 weeks would delay the proc-
essing of 6.7 million returns, putting a 
hold on $17 billion in refunds owed to 
hard-working American taxpayers. If 
the tax season is delayed by 1 month, 
this would delay 40 million returns 
from being processed, and $87 billion in 
refund checks owed to taxpayers would 
remain in the Federal Treasury. This is 
real money to real Americans, and the 
political games surrounding it ought to 
end. We should not be using the AMT 
relief as hostage to be exchanged for 
tax-and-spend policies and the growth 
of the Federal Government. Taxpayers 
can’t afford it and neither can the 
American economy. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

CARDIN). The Senator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, if I un-

derstand the Senator from Texas cor-
rectly, he is essentially complaining 
that Congress has not passed legisla-
tion to prevent the alternative min-
imum tax from going into effect for 
American taxpayers for calendar year 
2007. I think that is basically what he 

is saying. I might say, Mr. President, 
there is not one Senator on the floor 
who disagrees with that—maybe one or 
two, but this Senator wants to fix AMT 
so Americans do not have to pay an ad-
ditional tax in calendar 2007 when they 
are preparing their tax returns next 
year. I daresay virtually every Member 
on this side of the aisle has that same 
belief. We do not want to force that ad-
ditional tax on Americans for all the 
reasons he correctly stated; namely, 
this was a provision which was enacted 
in the code back in the early 1960s in-
tended to ensure—I think there were 
200 only, very wealthy Americans who 
were not paying income taxes and who 
should pay some income taxes. That 
was the genesis of the alternative min-
imum tax. Unfortunately, as has been 
stated by many speakers, it was not in-
dexed, so over the years more and more 
middle-income taxpayers have had to 
pay this additional tax, and frankly, 
ironically perversely, the most wealthy 
Americans have escaped. 

So this alternative minimum tax 
does not do what it was intended to do. 
It was not a tax on the most wealthy 
because basically the capital gains pro-
visions in it are so low, the net effect 
is the basic rate is 26 percent for the 
first $75,000 and 28 percent just above, 
and so it affects taxpayers who make 
between $75,000 and $500,000. That is 
who it hits. We want to repeal that for 
2007. Virtually every Senator here 
wants to repeal that for 2007. We are 
trying to do it. We are trying to get 
that enacted—the repeal for 2007—so 
taxpayers don’t pay it. 

What has happened? We are being 
blocked. We are being blocked. Just as 
the Senator from Washington was try-
ing to get an appropriations bill up, she 
was blocked in her effort by the other 
side of the aisle. Just as the President 
of the United States says: Congress, do 
your work, do your work, pass appro-
priations bills, he is, in effect, instruct-
ing his minions here to do the oppo-
site—to block. That is what is hap-
pening. 

The Senator from Texas, I would 
daresay—and it is a presumption to say 
this—would probably vote against ef-
forts here on the floor to bring up a 
way to fix AMT. There is a cloture mo-
tion pending right now, Mr. President. 
It is basically on the House-passed bill 
to fix AMT. The leader offered a couple 
suggestions. What are they? One is, 
well, if we can’t do that, let’s take up 
the measure proposed by myself and 
the ranking member of the Finance 
Committee, Senator GRASSLEY. What 
does it provide? It basically says: 
Okay, repeal AMT. We have the AMT 
patch unpaid for, 2007. In addition, we 
have to pass these so-called tax extend-
ers for 1 or 2 years and pay for it. No-
body seems to complain about that; the 
complaint is whether the AMT should 
be paid for. We are willing, myself and 
Senator GRASSLEY, to bring up and ad-
vocate the passing of that legislation. 
Blocked. We couldn’t get consent to 
bring that up. Not paying for AMT but 
paying for extenders blocked. 

Well, Mr. President, I have another 
suggestion. In fact, it was even men-
tioned by our leader. Let us bring up 
AMT not paid for alone. Will the Re-
publicans object to that? So far, they 
have. I am waiting. Where is the Re-
publican Party? Do they or do they not 
want AMT fixed in 2007? What could be 
easier? Bring it up—alone, unpaid for. 
Where are they? Why don’t they accept 
it? What is going on here, Mr. Presi-
dent? What could be easier? What could 
be more appropriate? What could be 
more Republican? Lowering taxes, un-
paid for. No, they do not want to do 
that, either, which is a good indication 
to me that what is really going on 
here—what is really going on here—is 
that side of the aisle will do whatever 
is possible to prevent the Congress 
from even passing legislation that is 
very good for the American people. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Will the Senator 
from Montana yield for a question? 

Mr. BAUCUS. I will be glad to yield. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 

the Senator from Montana, within the 
extenders package is the deduction of 
the State sales tax extension, some-
thing that has been granted by Con-
gress for the last 7 years to a number 
of States that were, prior to a few 
years ago, not able to deduct their 
State sales tax. That is very important 
to people in my State. We need to have 
this extender passed. I wish to ask the 
Senator from Montana if that is one of 
the issues that is being blocked now by 
the Republicans as they object to going 
to this package because as we come up 
on the end of the year, as families are 
looking at what to purchase for Christ-
mas, this is something extremely im-
portant to them. If this is not going to 
be extended, it will impact their in-
comes at a critical time, when we are 
facing rising gas prices, the cost of our 
mortgages, and people are worried 
about everything else. 

So I would ask the Senator from 
Montana, is the State sales tax deduc-
tion part of that extension that is now 
being blocked? 

Mr. BAUCUS. I say to my dear friend 
from Washington that it is part of the 
extender package that is in there. So if 
that were extended this year and that 
would go into effect, the good people of 
the State of Washington would not 
have to pay that. 

Mrs. MURRAY. I thank the Senator 
from Montana. It is very important to 
our State and a number of other 
States—I believe Texas and other 
States here. I hope the Republicans 
don’t continue to block this so we can 
indeed make sure our constituents are 
taken care of. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I appreciate that. I 
may also say I suspect—I am only 
guessing here—the objection from the 
other side of the aisle is in part mis-
chievous. Senators from the other side 
of the aisle wish to force some votes on 
some other measures which are not apt 
at this moment. What are they? Presi-
dent Bush’s tax cuts, extending the tax 
cuts, extending the 2001 tax cuts. Some 
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Senators on the other side want to 
force a vote on that. That doesn’t ex-
pire until 2010. This is 2007; AMT ap-
plies to 2007. We have to act now. This 
isn’t 2010. 

Others wish to vote on the 2003 tax 
cuts, which expire—when? Again, 2010. 
Not now; in 2010. 

I see my time is expiring. I strongly 
urge people to focus on what is going 
on here—not the rhetoric, just look at 
the facts. The facts are that I, as chair-
man of the Finance Committee, am 
willing and do advocate bringing up 
legislation to repeal the alternative 
minimum tax as it applies to taxpayers 
for 2007. There are various ways to do 
it. One is the House-passed bill. If that 
doesn’t work, we will do the measure 
proposed by myself and Senator GRASS-
LEY, which is AMT, not paid for, but 
the tax extenders paid for. If that 
doesn’t work, I am even willing to go 
so far as to see AMT alone, not paid 
for. That is where we should be and 
what we should do. 

Finally, I don’t know if I am known 
as a partisan guy. I think I tend to be 
perceived as somebody who tries to 
work things out, tries to be pragmatic, 
tries to get things done, not flail in a 
partisan manner, not engage in flowery 
rhetoric for the heck of it, getting 
headlines, and so forth. There comes a 
time when you have to call it like it is, 
say it like it is. That is what I am try-
ing to do. I am trying to be practical 
and pragmatic here by calling it, say-
ing what is going on here, and that is, 
despite the cries from the other side, 
despite the cries from the White House 
for Congress to fix AMT, they them-
selves, behind the scenes, indirectly, 
are blocking it. They are blocking it. 
They are saying one thing and doing 
something else. 

As my father used to tell me, it is 
deeds, not words. They have the words 
but they also are blocking the deeds. I 
hope very much they change their 
minds and allow us to pass legislation 
here to fix AMT, because it is up to 
them to let us do it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The as-

sistant majority leader is recognized. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I see the 

Senator from Georgia is on the floor. I 
know it is our custom to take turns on 
each side of the aisle, but I ask his in-
dulgence. I have to chair a sub-
committee hearing at 2:30. Unless he 
has a scheduling conflict, if he would 
allow me to go first, I would appreciate 
it. 

Mr. ISAKSON. As a Bears fan, I will 
be happy to relinquish the time to the 
Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Thank you. We need all 
the help we can get. 

Mr. President, what I have heard this 
afternoon on the floor of the Senate is 
nothing short of incredible. The Sen-
ator from Washington came to the 
floor and asked to bring an appropria-
tions bill up for us to consider. Have 
you noticed how much business we are 
doing around here? The answer is none. 

So there is nothing to conflict with it. 
We have plenty of time. Shouldn’t we 
earn our paycheck today by doing 
something? The bill she wanted to 
bring is an appropriations bill and it is 
a conference report that has been 
signed by every Democrat and Repub-
lican—bipartisan. Everybody is agreed 
on it. 

She asked to bring it to the floor to 
consider it, and there was an objection 
from the Senator from Texas. Senator 
JOHN CORNYN objected. 

Senator MURRAY tried to explain 
what was in this bill, how important it 
is. He didn’t waiver. He said that is it, 
we object to considering this bill. 

Eventually she yielded the floor to 
Senator CORNYN who stood up and said, 
Do you know what is wrong with this 
Senate? We are not considering any ap-
propriations bills. Just minutes before 
it was Senator CORNYN of Texas who 
objected to considering an appropria-
tions bill. That is a matter of record. 

But beyond that procedural experi-
ence, look what was in that bill. It is 
not just—just?—transportation and 
housing and urban development; $200 
million is in there for housing coun-
selors across America. What are they 
going to do? They are going to try to 
help families work themselves out of 
this mortgage foreclosure crisis we are 
facing. This money is desperately need-
ed. Senator MURRAY worked to put it 
in the bill so people would have a help-
ing hand to save their homes when 
they are facing foreclosure. 

How big an issue is this? Mr. Presi-
dent, 2.2 million Americans face fore-
closure on their mortgages. If they go 
forward with those foreclosures, 44 mil-
lion American homes will lose value. 

You see, the mortgage crisis is not 
just your neighbor’s problem, it is your 
problem. If that house on your block is 
foreclosed upon, the value of your 
home goes down. That is a fact. So 44 
million homeowners across America 
are waiting to see if this Government 
will do anything. 

Senator MURRAY comes to the floor 
and tries to move the bill to do some-
thing. The Republicans object. 

I tell you, this is an issue that 
strikes home in Illinois. Cook County, 
where Chicago is located, has the sec-
ond highest number of foreclosures of 
any county in America—56,000 mort-
gage foreclosures. As a result, two out 
of three homes in Cook County, IL, will 
lose value. This is a crisis. It is not 
only a housing crisis, it has put our 
economy in a tailspin. We are trying to 
move and act and do something about 
it, and the Republicans say no. No, we 
don’t want to do that. 

That is unfortunate. It is unfortunate 
for the homeowners who need a helping 
hand. It is unfortunate for their neigh-
bors who do not realize that this kind 
of effort by the Republican Senators is 
not in the best interests of America or 
its economy. 

It troubles me as well because this 
bill includes money to rebuild the 
bridge near Minneapolis, the one that 

came crashing down, with deaths in-
volved and real concern across America 
about the quality and safety of our in-
frastructure. Senator MURRAY, on this 
bill, on a bipartisan basis, puts money 
in—$1 billion, is it?—for bridges across 
America, including the bridge in Min-
neapolis. 

I would beg Senator NORM COLEMAN 
of Minnesota to speak to Senator COR-
NYN of Texas and ask him to take his 
hold off this bill, to stop objecting for 
the good of his own home State of Min-
nesota and for all of our States. I hope 
Senator CORNYN of Texas will recon-
sider his position; will remove his ob-
jection to this bill; will let us move to 
this appropriations bill in a timely 
fashion. 

This is not the only time we have run 
into this. Senator CONRAD of North Da-
kota was here a moment ago, begging 
for the farm bill to come to the floor. 
Every 5 years we have a new farm bill. 
It takes a lot of work to put it to-
gether. It is a very important bill to Il-
linois and almost every State, and the 
Republicans have stopped it in its 
tracks. We waited here on this floor for 
2 weeks and did nothing because the 
Republicans refused to reach an agree-
ment on moving this bill forward. The 
Senate rules are written so that even a 
minority party can stop business. Sen-
ator CONRAD said, let’s agree on a list 
of amendments. You can have yours, 
we will have ours, but let’s get going, 
let’s get to work. And the Republican 
answer is no. 

It is not the first time. Fifty-six 
times so far this year, the Republicans 
have filibustered, stopping debate, 
stopping legislation, stopping attempts 
to make America better—56 times. 

You might say, I am sure that goes 
on every day, doesn’t it? No. The 
record in the Senate is 61 filibusters 
over a 2-year period of time. The Re-
publican Senators this year are about 
to break the record for filibusters in 
one Congress in 1 year. It tells you 
what they are all about. It is not doing 
the people’s business. It is not trying 
to solve the housing crisis, dealing 
with the farm issues. It is about stop-
ping the business on the floor of the 
Senate. They are using that oppor-
tunity and that authority to do that. 

I want to correct the RECORD. Staff 
just advised me that Senator SPECTER 
and not Senator CORNYN was directed 
on behalf of the Republican leadership 
to object to the earlier bill. I want to 
make it clear and apologize to my col-
league Senator CORNYN—we are 
friends—and I misrepresented his posi-
tion on that because it was, in fact, 
Senator SPECTER of Pennsylvania 
speaking on behalf of the Republican 
leadership, Senator MCCONNELL of Ken-
tucky, who objected to the transpor-
tation bill. I hope the RECORD reflects 
that, and my apologies to Senator COR-
NYN for mentioning his name improp-
erly. 

But the position still stands. A Re-
publican leadership position, directed 
to stop the appropriations bill, and 
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then Republicans coming to the floor 
saying, Isn’t it a shame we can’t move 
appropriations bills. 

The last thing I want to mention is 
the alternative minimum tax. This will 
affect 19 million Americans if we don’t 
change it. Some are in higher income 
categories. Many are not. We want to 
make sure we correct this problem and 
move forward with it. I think the re-
sponsible thing to do is, if you are 
going to cut a tax, either raise another 
tax or cut spending. I think that is re-
sponsible. Republicans reject that. 
They say we want to cut taxes and we 
don’t want to pay for it. We want to 
add to the deficit and it is OK, and 
they can prevail because we don’t have 
60 votes. It takes 60 votes to accom-
plish something here on the Senate 
floor of controversy. 

So what we offered to them is their 
way of looking at the world. We will let 
you cut this tax and not pay for it, just 
add to the deficit, the old Republican 
way of doing things. You prevail. You 
win. And their answer? No, we won’t 
even let you go to the bill under those 
circumstances. It is pretty clear; it is a 
question of blocking and intransigence. 

In addition to the fact that the Re-
publicans are blocking the farm bill, an 
attempt to deal with the mortgage cri-
sis in America, bridge building for the 
State of Minnesota and all other 
States, and dealing with the alter-
native minimum tax, it is pretty clear 
they want this Congress to end without 
any accomplishments. They had a do- 
nothing Congress which cost them con-
trol in the last election. They are de-
termined to do everything they can to 
make sure we do nothing in this Con-
gress. 

Sadly, the message to the American 
voters is we need more votes. If you 
want real change in Congress, we need 
more Senators to come to this floor 
who want to accomplish things, rather 
than stop things and block things. 
That is what we have seen repeatedly 
here, this day and every day during the 
course of the session. I had hoped a 
handful of Republican Senators would 
stand up and say: Enough. We have a 
responsibility to the people of this 
country, a responsibility that goes be-
yond our party responsibility. We need 
to pass a farm bill, we need to do some-
thing about the housing crisis, we need 
to give real tax relief to American fam-
ilies. 

We are still waiting for those voices, 
and I hope they will come to the floor 
and accomplish that. In the meantime, 
we will continue to make our offers to 
the Republican leadership, to find a re-
sponsible way to move forward. I hope 
they will accept this opportunity and I 
hope we can get something accom-
plished. It is clear, as this empty 
Chamber passes hour after weary hour 
doing nothing, the American people are 
fed up with it. I think they are fed up 
with it enough to want real change in 
the next election. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Georgia is recognized. 

THE MIDDLE EAST 
Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, last 

week the Middle East observed a his-
toric anniversary, in fact, a historic 
anniversary for all of mankind, for the 
29th of November was the 60th anniver-
sary of the U.N. resolution partitioning 
the State of Israel and providing a 
homeland for the Israeli people. I had 
the opportunity to be in Israel while 
that celebration was taking place. An-
other event took place in Annapolis, 
MD, the home State of the Presiding 
Officer, last Tuesday, the 28th of No-
vember, when 18 Arab Nations, the Pal-
estinian Authority, and Prime Minister 
Olmert of Israel met in Annapolis, to 
try to begin the process for the road-
map for peace in the Middle East. I 
think all of us are encouraged, happy, 
and rewarded that the result of that 
conference was an agreement between 
the Palestinian Authority and Israel to 
try, over the next 12 months, to reach 
an agreement by the end of 2008, which 
will in fact bring about peace in the 
Middle East. 

All of us have great hope, but all of 
us have great wonder how we get from 
the agreement to try to actually hav-
ing that happen. Since I had the occa-
sion to be in Israel, I thought I would 
share for a second the fact that, as 
complex as the Middle East is, as chal-
lenging as the issues are that face the 
nation of Israel and the Palestinian 
Authority, there are some simple steps 
upon which we can build to possibly 
get to a true roadmap to a lasting 
peace in the Middle East. 

There is no question, from having 
gone there, that the first step is secu-
rity. The State of Israel deserves the 
security to live in peace and without 
intimidation and without threat. Not 
long ago, Israel took its settlements 
out of Gaza, moved those settlements 
out of Gaza to its perimeter. Within 
months, Hamas took over as the lead-
ing authority in Gaza, a Palestinian 
area, and instead of securing it for 
themselves began a method of intimi-
dation and threat and terror against 
the people of Israel. Last Saturday, I 
stood on the last Israeli outpost over-
looking Gaza, talking to an Israeli man 
and Israeli woman who lived in the set-
tlement outside of Gaza, as a rocket 
went off and was fired into that very 
settlement, a practice that every day 
continues to take place, to intimidate, 
to threaten, and to terrorize. 

As long as elements of terror such as 
Hamas and Hezbollah in Lebanon con-
tinue to disrupt, we will never be able 
to reach a platform upon which we can 
have a roadmap to peace. But security 
could possibly take place. I want to 
commend the Palestinian Authority on 
its initial steps in the West Bank, one 
village at a time, to attempt to bring 
about peace and security on that side 
of Israel and in that area of the di-
lemma. 

I met with the Foreign Minister, 
Riyad Maliki, of the Palestinian Au-
thority, who passionately convinced 
me that he and his leadership are inter-

ested in seeing to it that they deliver 
on that security, because they under-
stand that without security there can 
never be any peace, without peace 
there can never be a Palestinian State. 

This President, George Bush, whom I 
commend for bringing about the An-
napolis conference, was very coura-
geous 6 years ago when as President of 
the United States he declared he would 
support a homeland and security for 
the Palestinian people, right after the 
Palestinians and the people of the Mid-
dle East accepted and acknowledged 
Israel’s right to exist and respected its 
state. 

I believe the desire is in the Pales-
tinian people to have their homeland. I 
believe the will is there to see to it 
that is accomplished. But as long as 
terror, through the elements of Hamas 
and Hezbollah, continue to threaten 
and intimidate the people of Israel, it 
will never happen. 

So the first step, following that 
agreement at Annapolis, is for the Pal-
estinian Authority to secure Gaza and 
to secure the West Bank. But you do 
not go to the Middle East, as I have 
four times in the last 5 years, and not 
realize in the end it is also all about 
Iran. 

As long as there are state sponsors of 
terrorism, whether it be Hezbollah or 
Hamas or whether it be infiltration of 
terrorists or IEDs into Iraq, you can 
never truly have peace and security. 

But this President deserves great 
credit for setting up the conference at 
Annapolis. Condoleezza Rice deserves 
great credit for five times traveling to 
the Middle East, from one Arab state 
to the other, encouraging those states 
to attend. It should not go unnoticed 
by anybody, us in America and 
Ahmadinejad in Iran, that when finally 
pressed, the 18 Arab states all came to 
Annapolis because, in the end, they all 
want peace. But in the absence of secu-
rity and the presence of terror it can-
not happen. 

I commend our President for bringing 
about the conference in Annapolis. I 
commend the people of Israel for mak-
ing the first step in Gaza and acknowl-
edge their concern now that that first 
step has only been rewarded with acts 
of terror against their own people and 
encourage the Palestinian Authority to 
continue to work in the West Bank, 
and later in Gaza, to root out ter-
rorism, bring about security, so the 
State of Palestine and the State of 
Israel can live in harmony. And for us 
in the free world, one of the biggest 
threats to our security is lessened be-
cause people are living together in 
peace and not in terror and not in fear. 

In closing, I wish to acknowledge the 
great ally we have in Israel, the resil-
ience of their people, to that young 
man and woman I met on the hill over-
looking Gaza, who daily meet the 
threats of rockets coming from terror-
ists, and let them know that we in 
America are with them, and one day 
peace and security can become a re-
ality if we begin to get the security in 
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the areas of the West Bank and in 
Gaza. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
f 

OBJECTIONS 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, what is 

happening in the Senate is going to 
give frustration a new meaning. I can-
not begin to explain how unbelievably 
frustrating it is for people elected to 
come to this body, they say the great-
est deliberative body, to be at parade 
rest day after day after day, unable to 
move because of two simple words ut-
tered almost routinely every day by 
the minority: I object. I object to ev-
erything. I object. I object. 

Mark Twain once was asked if he 
would engage in a debate. And he said: 
Of course, as long as I can take the 
negative side. 

They said: We have not told you what 
the subject is. 

He said: That does not matter. The 
negative side will take no preparation. 

It takes no preparation to say ‘‘I ob-
ject,’’ to take the negative side of ev-
erything. Yet that is what has hap-
pened. We have people posing as a set 
of human brake pads, determined to 
stop everything in the Senate. Maybe 
that would make not much difference if 
there were not things that were so ur-
gent and in need of being done. 

I sat here for a while this afternoon 
and saw something quite stunning. My 
colleague stood up and said, on the ap-
propriations bill that passed the Sen-
ate by a wide margin, over 80 votes on 
transportation-housing and so on, she 
wanted to bring the conference report 
up to the Senate. There was an objec-
tion by the Republican leader of the 
Senate: I object. 

Then, immediately afterwards, Sen-
ator CORNYN from Texas stood up and 
said: I do not understand what all of 
the problem is, the way the majority is 
running this place, why do we not get 
appropriations bills to the floor of the 
Senate? 

This was immediately after his side 
had already objected to bringing an ap-
propriations bill to the floor of the 
Senate. It is as if they think no one is 
watching. These are illusionists who 
provide no illusion. Nobody is watch-
ing, they think. This is all done in 
broad daylight. They say: We object to 
bringing appropriations bills to the 
floor of the Senate. Then they stand up 
and seek recognition and ask: Why are 
you not bringing appropriations bills 
to the floor of the Senate? Do they be-
lieve people do not watch and listen 
and understand? 

It is absolutely beyond me. Now, let 
me describe this ‘‘I object’’ strategy. I 
object to appropriations bills, they say. 
Do you know this year we even had to 
file a cloture petition to shut off a fili-
buster on a motion to proceed to the 
appropriations bill that would fund 
homeland security needs. 

We are in this process of waging a 
war on terrorism to protect our coun-

try, and we cannot bring a bill to the 
floor earlier this year on homeland se-
curity appropriations to fund the pro-
grams without having a filibuster by 
the other side on a motion to proceed, 
not even on the bill, but a motion to 
proceed to the bill. That describes what 
the other side has done all year long. 

Now, in December, they come to the 
floor and they say: Well, where are the 
appropriations bills? Well, I will tell 
you where they are; you objected to all 
of them. You took all the action nec-
essary to try to prohibit us from mov-
ing these appropriations bills. That is 
the case. 

Alternative minimum tax, they call 
it AMT. It is a fancy way of describing 
an alternative tax system that recal-
culates your tax. It is going to affect 
millions more Americans. We should 
fix that. Why have we not fixed that 
today? Because the other side has ob-
jected. The Republican leader has ob-
jected. That is why we have not fixed 
it. 

The farm bill. Why have we not fin-
ished the farm bill? Because the Repub-
licans have objected. We wanted to 
come out here and finish it. We have 
made unanimous consent requests. We 
have an offer in front of them now with 
the amendments and so on, but they 
continue to object. 

I have said often, if farmers behaved 
the way this Congress—and especially 
the minority—behaves, they would not 
have a crop to plant because they 
would not get time. They would not 
have a crop to harvest if they got it 
planted because they would not have 
time. They would object. They would 
not milk the cows when the cows were 
fresh. I mean they would not have a 
crop or cows. You cannot put all these 
things off, nor should the Senate put 
them off. 

An energy bill. Well we tried to go to 
conference on an energy bill. There was 
an objection on the Republican side. So 
now we are hoping to try to be able to 
consider an energy bill that comes 
from the House. I hope we can round up 
the votes for it. But we never got to 
conference because of an objection on 
the Republican side. 

Now my colleague, as I listened this 
afternoon, said the proposal on the al-
ternative minimum tax by the Demo-
crats was more taxes on the American 
people, a substitution of taxes and to 
accommodate the growth of Govern-
ment. 

Let me take both those proposals. 
This issue of the growth of Government 
is fascinating to me because this Presi-
dent has proposed more spending than 
any President in the history of this 
country, by far. We have in front of 
this body right now a proposal by this 
President for $196 billion, none of it 
paid for, to support the war in Iraq and 
Afghanistan. 

Now, $196 billion, that is $16 billion a 
month, $4 billion a week, all of it added 
to the Federal debt, none of it paid for. 
We have someone over there stand up 
and say we are the big spenders, we are 

the ones who want to spend money, 
after the President has asked for $196 
billion in additional spending that he 
wants. 

He said that $22 billion we wanted to 
invest in this country was too much 
money. We were $22 billion apart, with 
respect to the President’s budget and 
our bipartisan approach on the appro-
priations committee. He said: No, that 
is too much money, that $22 billion to 
invest in our country’s roads and 
bridges and health care and energy. 
That is too much money to invest in 
our country, but I want $196 billion, 
none of it paid for, all of it outside the 
budget, for my priorities, the President 
said. 

It is interesting to me that even as 
we are told by my colleague from 
Texas and others that this is growth in 
spending and that somehow the prof-
ligate spenders are on this side of the 
aisle, and I must say I have held now 12 
hearings on the issue of waste, fraud, 
and abuse in the countries of Iraq and 
Afghanistan in the prosecution of these 
wars. Waste, fraud, and abuse by con-
tractors, a massive amount of money 
shoveled out the door by this adminis-
tration to contractors. 

Let me tell you what the result has 
been: A blind eye. No one seems to 
care. You want some nails? I know 
where there are 50,000 pounds of nails 
lying in the sand. You know where it 
is? In the country of Iraq, 50,000 pounds 
of nails lying in the sands of Iraq in a 
pile. 

You know why? Because the con-
tractor ordered the wrong size. But it 
did not matter, throw them away, reor-
der. It is a cost-plus contract. The 
American taxpayers are picking up the 
tab. Do you want to see waste, fraud, 
and abuse? This is a hand towel pro-
vided to American soldiers. 

I ask unanimous consent to show the 
item on the floor of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DORGAN. This was provided to 
American soldiers by the subsidiary of 
Halliburton Corporation. They ordered 
hand towels under their contract for 
the American soldiers. Well, guess 
what. The guy who ordered these was 
the order manager sitting in Kuwait. 
His name was Henry Bunting. He came 
and testified before my hearing. He 
said: I ordered these towels, but I or-
dered white towels, plain white towels. 
My supervisor said: You cannot do 
that. You need for our name, Kellogg, 
Brown and Root, the subsidiary of Hal-
liburton, to be embroidered on the 
towel. 

He said: Well, that is going to triple 
the cost. He was told: It does not mat-
ter. It is a cost-plus contract. The 
American taxpayer pays for this. Katy 
bar the door. Spend whatever you like. 
The American taxpayer will pay for it. 
Two hundred and twenty million dol-
lars to a contractor to rehabilitate 
health clinics in Iraq. The $220 million 
is gone. The contractor has it all, and 
there are 20 health clinics built. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:19 Mar 13, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00016 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2007SENATE\S05DE7.REC S05DE7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S14765 December 5, 2007 
And a physician goes to the Health 

Minister and says: I want to see these 
220 health clinics the American tax-
payer paid for; the Health Minister of 
Iraq said: Well, those, you have to un-
derstand, are ‘‘imaginary’’ clinics. 

Seven thousand six hundred dollars a 
month to rent an SUV, $45 a case for a 
case of Coca-Cola, $85,000 trucks that 
have a flat tire and they are left beside 
the road to be torched in Iraq because 
they cannot fix a flat tire. 

American taxpayer is going to pay 
for all of that. It is a cost-plus con-
tract. You have a truck with a plugged 
fuel pump, do not worry, leave it be-
hind. Yeah, it will get torched, but the 
American taxpayer pays for that. So 
when I hear somebody talking about 
profligate spending, I say to them this: 
We have had four votes on the floor of 
the Senate to set up a Truman Com-
mittee of the type Harry Truman led 
dedicated to root out waste, fraud, and 
abuse. 

Four times we lost that vote. I am 
proud to tell you every Member of the 
Senate on this side of the Senate voted 
with me, but four times we have lost 
because there are some who talk a lot 
about spending but do not care how 
much is spent. 

This is the greatest waste, fraud, and 
abuse that has occurred in the history 
of this country with this profligate 
contracting. I have only described the 
tip of the iceberg. I could spend an 
hour out here telling you stories about 
the way the American taxpayer has 
been fleeced by the massive amount of 
money that is shoveled out the door 
and the $196 billion the President now 
wants; a substantial portion of it will 
also go to corporations and still no one 
is watching the store. Still no one is 
watching the store. In Iraq itself, $8.9 
billion is missing. Think of that. I 
daresay no one is looking for it. 

Growth in government has a pretty 
hollow sound, it seems to me. The 
growth of spending, the waste, fraud, 
and abuse that is occurring under the 
nose of this administration, an admin-
istration that seems unconcerned, is 
the most significant waste, fraud, and 
abuse in the history of this country. 
We need to stop it. I will offer again 
the issue of a Truman commission to 
set up a special committee to inves-
tigate this and put an end to it. 

On the question of who pays taxes, 
my colleague says: This is fixing the 
alternative minimum tax, but you are 
charging some others additional taxes. 
Let me remind my colleague who is 
going to pay additional taxes. The per-
son who ran a hedge fund last year and 
made $1.7 billion was the highest paid 
person in this country that we know. If 
you are adding that up, if someone 
asked: What is your monthly salary, 
that person would have to say, it is 
about $145 million a month. Some 
would ask: What do you earn in a day. 
About $4.5 million a day. That is a 
pretty big salary. 

Do you know something more inter-
esting about that? The people earning 

at that level are paying an income tax 
rate in most cases of 15 percent. Think 
of that. There are no Americans going 
to work this morning working in ordi-
nary jobs who are paying 15 percent in-
come tax. I guarantee they are paying 
much more. 

One of the richest men in the world, 
Warren Buffett from Omaha, said in his 
offices they got permission from his 
employees to figure out what happened 
with respect to the percentage of taxes 
paid by the employees. It turns out in 
that office, the lowest tax rate paid in 
his office is paid by the second richest 
man in the world, Warren Buffett. He 
said that is an outrage. 

He said: I pay a lower percent of 
taxes from my income than my recep-
tionist does. That is an outrage. Some 
want to correct that. I do. 

My colleague from Texas would say: 
You are going to hurt people engaged 
in capital accumulation. Well, it seems 
to me the issue is one of fairness. Why 
is it that one group of people who 
makes hundreds of millions gets to pay 
a 15-percent tax rate. But a whole lot 
of other people who work hard all day, 
take a shower at night because their 
labor is important, come home with a 
meager paycheck and haven’t made 
much progress with their salary in re-
cent years, they look at their tax bill 
and are paying 25, 30, 35 percent, plus 
their Social Security taxes. 

When my colleague talks about the 
growth of government, I say: Look in 
the mirror. When my colleague talks 
about taxes, I say: Look in the mirror 
and ask yourself whether you want a 
fair tax system. 

More important than that, I want to 
talk for a moment about priorities. 
When we are told that $196 billion 
ought to be made available, none of it 
paid for, for the President’s priorities, 
and we don’t have enough money for 
things at home, I ask a question about 
this young lady. Her name is Ta’shon 
Rain Littlelight. She is a beautiful 
young Indian girl from the Crow Res-
ervation in Montana. Ta’shon was 5 
years old. Ta’shon died. 

I held a hearing in Montana with 
Senator TESTER on the Crow Reserva-
tion. This little girl’s grandmother 
came to the hearing and held up this 
picture. She said Ta’shon died a very 
painful death, was in pain month after 
month. The kind of health care that 
should have been available to diagnose 
an illness which later became terminal 
was not available to this little girl. So 
she lived a painful last 3 months with 
a terminal illness and never got the 
health care she should have received. 
Not enough money for that, just not 
enough. Yes, this 5-year-old girl died. 
Not enough money for Indian health to 
deal with her. 

I have shown my colleagues a picture 
of a little girl named Avis Littlewind. 
She was 14. She is dead as well. She 
took her own life. She lay in bed 90 
days in a fetal position, missing school, 
90 days, and somehow it didn’t raise 
alarms anywhere. She took her own 

life. No mental health treatment, no 
mental health treatment available on 
that reservation for that young lady. 

I have shown my colleagues a picture 
of a woman brought into an emergency 
room—a Native American woman, as 
well. She had an 8-by-10 piece of paper 
attached to her thigh by a piece of 
masking tape, being transported on a 
hospital gurney from the ambulance to 
the hospital with a piece of paper at-
tached by masking tape to her thigh 
that said to the hospital: If you accept 
this patient, understand that the con-
tract health care money is gone for the 
year. You accept this patient on your 
own dime and at your own risk, this 
patient with a heart attack. 

We don’t have enough money for our 
domestic needs. The President says: 
No, I want $196 billion for my prior-
ities. I have just described the massive 
waste, fraud, and abuse with respect to 
the priorities of contracting in Iraq. I 
care about Indian health care for a lot 
of reasons. I chair the Indian Affairs 
Committee. We have struggled des-
perately to try to get the money we 
need for Indian health. That money is 
not available. Why? Because invest-
ment at home is not the priority. The 
fact is, these issues are life or death for 
a little girl like Ta’shon Rain 
Littlelight. This Congress can do some-
thing about it. 

One hundred years from now, we will 
all be dead. But historians can under-
stand who we were. They can look at 
what this country decided to do, what 
kind of decisions this Senate made by 
what we spent our money on. What did 
we think was important? Someone 
once asked the question, if you were 
charged with the task of writing an 
obituary for someone you had never 
met, and the only information you had 
was the check register from that per-
son’s checkbook, what could you write 
about that person? What you could 
write about that person is what you 
knew that person to value based on 
what they spent their money on. What 
did they invest in, contribute to? What 
was important to them? What was 
their value system? 

The same will be true when histo-
rians evaluate what was important to 
us, what our value system was. So we 
have this dispute these days with 
President Bush and those on the other 
side of the aisle who are loyally sup-
portive of the President’s priorities at 
this point. I am not suggesting that we 
shouldn’t work together. In fact, all of 
us have reached out to say: Let’s find a 
way to reach compromise. But on issue 
after issue after issue—the alternative 
minimum tax, the Energy bill, the 
farm bill, appropriations bills—we have 
had great difficulty getting anything 
other than a cold shoulder from the 
White House. Democracy works and 
this system of government works only 
with compromise. It is the only way it 
can work. 

The majority leader was here today 
once again seeking an opportunity to 
have unanimous consent requests 
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agreed to or negotiated. The farm bill 
is an awfully good example. We have 
now sent to the other side a list of 
things that we hope perhaps they 
might agree to. And if they don’t agree 
to that, to give us a list back. Let’s 
find a way to have common lists of 
amendments to bring the farm bill to 
the floor and finish it. That is a reason-
able thing to do. Yet we can’t get that 
done, can’t get the first baby step in 
the right direction. All we get is hot 
air, a lot of rhetoric, discussion such as 
I heard this afternoon that somehow 
the majority is a group of profligate 
spenders, and the majority wants to in-
crease taxes. What a bunch of non-
sense. It is completely at odds with the 
facts. It is as if they believe that there 
are not cameras here and this isn’t 
being recorded. 

I was thinking, as I was sitting here, 
about a story I heard when I was a kid 
of Joseph Montgolfier from rural 
France. The story was in 1783. He was 
sitting in a big, overstuffed chair look-
ing at his fireplace in his country 
home. And as he watched the fireplace 
he saw sparks and smoke go up the 
chimney. As he contemplated the 
smoke and the sparks, he thought: 
There is something taking the smoke 
and sparks up the chimney. That must 
be some sort of energy. And so several 
months later he was in a meadow in 
rural France with burlap bags he had 
dampened and straw he was burning 
and he fashioned the first balloon. And 
it was the first recorded evidence of 
powered flight. He discovered that hot 
air rises and used hot air to lift a bal-
loon. 

I was thinking about hot air today 
because I listened to what is supposed 
to somehow pass for informed debate, 
and it is nothing but hot air. Why don’t 
you pass the appropriations bills. OK. 
Let’s try one. I object, he says. 

I don’t understand that at all. Don’t 
ask us to pass bills you are going to ob-
ject to, if you are going to continue to 
stall and object. If you want us to pass 
legislation, appropriations, energy, 
AMT, if you want us to pass legisla-
tion, come to the floor this afternoon. 
Let’s work together and work out a 
process by which we pass legislation 
that advances this country’s interests. 
It is not as if we don’t have significant 
challenges and significant interests. 
We do. 

No one in this Chamber can suggest 
somehow that with the price of oil bob-
bing at around $90 to $100 a barrel that 
we don’t have serious challenges and a 
need to pass an energy bill. The House 
of Representatives is doing an energy 
bill. We did one in the Senate prior to 
this. We tried to go to conference, and 
there was objection. So we couldn’t 
even get to conference. But we will, I 
think and I hope, have the Energy bill 
the House is going to pass and then 
send over to the Senate next week. 
There is an urgent need to have con-
servation, efficiency, and renewable en-
ergy, as well as continue to use fossil 
fuels without injuring the environ-

ment. We can do all of those things, 
and should, but we will need some co-
operation. We are not asking for the 
Moon. We are just saying this country 
faces obvious challenges. 

No one party can do it alone. We 
have a 51–49 majority. All we need is 
some cooperation. All we need is for 
people who continue to come day after 
day after day with a two-word vocabu-
lary, ‘‘I object,’’ to see if they can’t add 
a few words and say ‘‘I accept.’’ 

Let’s work together. Let’s join to-
gether to get things done. That is all 
we are asking. We only have a few days 
left in this session, probably a max-
imum of 12 or 13 days. I would hope all 
of us who are paid to work here and do 
the public’s business would want to 
make those days productive on behalf 
of the country. We live in a great place. 
We should give thanks every day for 
this opportunity. Let’s find a way to 
address these issues, invest in this 
country’s priorities, pass an energy bill 
that we can be proud of that makes us 
less dependent on foreign oil, pass an 
AMT bill that is going to help avoid in-
creased taxes for a lot of Americans 
who do not deserve to have an in-
creased tax bill. We can do all of those 
things if we work together. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, are 
we in morning business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is in a period of morning business. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent, if there is discus-
sion of AMT today, that my remarks 
be placed in the RECORD at that point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

AMT 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased we are finally discussing solu-
tions to the alternative minimum tax 
problem that is poised to swallow 19 
million more filers this year. I would 
have rather gone through this process 
several months ago but better late 
than never. 

Over the course of the year, I have 
given many speeches analyzing the 
AMT and describing the problem it 
poses for middle-class taxpayers in 
great detail. On February 12, I gave a 
speech on the history of the AMT. On 
February 13, I highlighted how the 
AMT affects individual income tax li-
abilities. On February 15, I discussed 
ways to reform the AMT and made the 
case that complete repeal is the best 
way to deal with the AMT. 

Incidentally, I made the case that 
dealing with the alternative minimum 

tax 1 year at a time could be problem-
atic, and current events have proven 
me right. 

On March 20, I pointed out the Demo-
crats’ budget had no room for AMT re-
lief, not even for 1 year. On March 22, 
I explained why we need to repeal the 
AMT. On April 18, I made an appeal for 
quick action on the AMT to help tax-
payers making estimated payments 
who are already paying the price for 
the lack of action in Congress. On May 
14, I explained why the AMT relief or 
repeal should not be paid for with a tax 
increase someplace else on other peo-
ple. On May 17, I criticized the con-
ference report on the fiscal year 2008 
budget resolution for not realistically 
addressing the alternative minimum 
tax problem. On that same day, I gave 
another speech exposing how Demo-
cratic offsets to the AMT relief would 
result in massive tax increases on 
other people. 

On June 13, I discussed the inad-
equacy of the lead trial balloons House 
Democrats were floating as possible 
fixes for the AMT. This was to mark 
the occasion of the second quarter esti-
mated tax payments coming due be-
cause we had taxpayers who file quar-
terly already being hit by the lack of 
action on the part of the Congress. 

On July 24, I introduced legislation 
to protect taxpayers who should have 
been making estimated payments for 
2007 but weren’t because they did not 
realize Congress was failing to protect 
them from the AMT. In other words, if 
they didn’t have to pay the AMT in 
2006, why would they think they had to 
pay the AMT in 2007? By not doing it, 
they were violating our tax laws, prob-
ably innocently. 

On September 19, I marked the occa-
sion of the third quarter estimated tax 
payments coming due by again dis-
cussing the AMT problem and how lit-
tle congressional leadership was doing 
about it. 

I just cited 12 speeches delivered on 
the Senate floor over the past year. 
That doesn’t even include press con-
ferences, Finance Committee meetings, 
and other events where I have talked 
about the need for repeal of the AMT 
or, in the case of a shorter term fix, 
just making sure it was fixed for this 1 
year and kicking the can down the 
road. I have been talking about the al-
ternative minimum tax literally all 
year now. House Democrats finally 
managed to introduce a bill on October 
30, and the majority leader turned to it 
in the Senate right before the Thanks-
giving recess. Democratic leadership 
cannot blame Republicans for their 
own failure to act until almost lit-
erally the last minute. 

As I said, I am glad we are finally 
discussing solutions, and the Senate 
leadership seems to realize that the 
AMT should not be offset. I also want 
to thank my good friend, Chairman 
BAUCUS, for all his hard work this year, 
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and for several years, to protect mid-
dle-income taxpayers from the alter-
native minimum tax. Chairman BAU-
CUS is doing our country a great serv-
ice now by trying to work out a com-
promise between those who want to 
pay for the AMT relief and extenders 
with a tax increase and those who are 
opposed to tax increases to offset AMT. 
He has consistently, meaning chairman 
BAUCUS, avoided bitter partisanship 
and always worked to do the right 
thing. 

Those obsessed with pay-go—and for 
the public watching, that is pay as you 
go—those who are obsessed with pay- 
go, who want to raise more taxes to 
pay for a tax that was never meant to 
raise revenue, are punishing the Amer-
ican taxpayers for their obsession. Un-
fortunately, right now, I cannot sup-
port a package with roughly $45 billion 
of offsets in it for the extenders, even 
though the AMT relief is not offset. 

I am still reviewing some of the rev-
enue raisers, but my issue is not with 
the raisers themselves. I will only sup-
port a raiser if I think it is good policy 
and will not support a raiser simply for 
the revenues. 

I am concerned then if we send this 
package to the House, they will try to 
use the offsets not for what we put 
them in for, for the extenders, but send 
it back to us as offsets against the 
AMT, increasing taxes on others to pay 
for a tax that was never meant to be 
collected, and then still not get the ex-
tenders passed, as we should be passing 
them right now. 

The House has shown it does not re-
spect the need to get 60 votes in the 
Senate, and I do not expect that to 
change right now. If the majority lead-
er is serious about reaching a com-
promise, and really respects the minor-
ity, as he claims, he needs to get his 
colleagues in the House on board. I 
have been around long enough not to 
make it too easy to stab me in the 
back by having things that even lead-
ership in the House has suggested could 
happen with this tax ping-pong oper-
ation that might go on here. 

It is unfortunate congressional lead-
ership took so long to deal with the al-
ternative minimum tax and that some 
are still putting an obsession with pay- 
go and narrow partisan interests over 
the wellbeing of their own constitu-
ents. We can talk until we are blue in 
the face, but the bottom line is we need 
to change the tax laws with respect to 
the alternative minimum tax. That law 
change needs congressional action and 
a Presidential signature, and anything 
else is just plain talk. 

I would like to end this part of the 
remarks I am making today with a 
suggestion. I hope we get all parties to 
an agreement by changing the law on 
the AMT patch. By all parties, I am re-
ferring to House Democrats, House Re-
publicans, Senate Democrats, Senate 
Republicans, and, of course, nothing is 
going to happen if the President can’t 
sign it. Without an agreement, we will 
not get a law. And without a law 

change, this is what is going to happen: 
23 million families face an unexpected 
tax increase that is going to average 
about $2,000 per family. Without a law 
change, we make worse the filing sea-
son fiasco for yet another 27 million 
families and individual taxpayers. That 
is on top of the 23 million who, for the 
first time, are being hit by the alter-
native minimum tax. 

So here is my suggestion. It is sim-
ple. It is black and white. It is in a let-
ter from Chairman RANGEL and Chair-
man BAUCUS and ranking Republicans 
MCCRERY in the House and myself for 
the Republicans in the Senate Finance 
Committee. We are the senior tax-writ-
ing committee members from the Con-
gress. That letter was dated October 31 
this year assuring Treasury Secretary 
Paulson and Acting IRS Commissioner 
Stiff that we would work to pass an 
AMT patch bill expeditiously. That let-
ter contains the test that ought to be 
applied to any proposal in substance 
and process on an AMT patch. 

Let me remind you, this is a bipar-
tisan letter by the most senior tax- 
writing Members of the Congress. And 
it starts with ‘‘we,’’ meaning Chairman 
RANGEL, Chairman BAUCUS, and rank-
ing Republican members, MCCRERY and 
GRASSLEY. Here is what that sentence 
says: 

We plan to do everything possible to enact 
AMT relief legislation in a form mutually 
agreeable to the Congress and the President 
before the end of the year. 

That is the end of the quote, but I 
want to put emphasis within that 
quote on these words: Passing legisla-
tion in a form mutually agreeable to 
the Congress and to the President be-
fore the end of the year, meaning the 
end of 2007. Chairmen RANGEL and BAU-
CUS and their ranking members made it 
clear in this letter. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent the letter I have been referring to 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
TAX WRITERS NOTIFY IRS OF UPCOMING AMT 

FIX 
FINANCE WAYS AND MEANS LEADERS INTEND TO 

PREVENT TAX FROM AFFECTING MORE AMERI-
CANS, URGE IRS TO BEGIN PLANNING NOW FOR 
ACCURATE TAX FORMS 
WASHINGTON, DC.—Leaders of the congres-

sional tax writing committees notified the 
Internal Revenue Service (IRS) today of im-
minent changes to the alternative minimum 
tax, and encouraged the agency to plan now 
to produce accurate tax forms for the 2007 
filing season. Senate Finance Committee 
Chairman Max Baucus (D-Mont.), House 
Ways and Means Chairman Charles Rangel 
(D-N.Y.), Finance Ranking Republican 
Chuck Grassley (R-Iowa), and Ways and 
Means Ranking Republican Member Jim 
McCrery (R-La.) sent a letter to Acting IRS 
Commissioner Linda Stiff, indicating their 
intention to complete legislation preventing 
the AMT from affecting any additional 
American taxpayers for 2007. The AMT was 
originally meant to ensure that wealthy 
Americans paid some income tax, but with-
out indexing for inflation it has begun to af-
fect middle-income American taxpayers. 

The text of the Tuesday letter fol-
lows here. 

OCTOBER 30, 2007. 
Ms. LINDA E. STIFF, 
Acting Commissioner, Internal Revenue Service, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR ACTING COMMISSIONER STIFF: Under 

present law, more than 23 million taxpayers 
will be subject to higher taxes in 2007 unless 
legislation is enacted to limit the reach of 
the Alternative Minimum Tax (AMT). We re-
alize that this fact is causing concern for 
many taxpayers and is creating administra-
tive difficulties for the IRS as the agency 
prepares for the upcoming filing season. 

As the leaders of the Congressional tax- 
writing committees, we want to assure you 
that legislative relief is forthcoming so that 
no new taxpayers will be subject to the AMT 
for taxable year 2007. To accomplish this, we 
are committed to extending and indexing the 
2006 AMT patch with the goal of ensuring 
that not one additional taxpayer faces high-
er taxes in 2007 due to the onerous AMT. In 
addition to allowing the personal credits 
against the AMT, the exemption amount for 
2007 will be set at $44,350 for individuals and 
$66,250 for married taxpayers filing jointly. 

We plan to do everything possible to enact 
AMT relief legislation in a form mutually 
agreeable to the Congress and the President 
before the end of the year. We urge the Inter-
nal Revenue Service to take all steps nec-
essary to plan for changes that would be 
made by the legislation. 

Thank you for your immediate attention 
to this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
MAX BAUCUS, 

Chairman, Committee 
on Finance. 

CHARLES E. GRASSLEY, 
Ranking Member, 

Committee on Fi-
nance. 

CHARLES B. RANGEL, 
Chairman, Committee 

on Ways and Means. 
JIM MCCRERY, 

Ranking Member, 
Committee on Fi-
nance. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Now, our leaders in 
both the House and the Senate need to 
back up the tax writers. We Senators 
need to pass a package that is agree-
able to the President and to the House. 
What do we all agree on? We agree the 
patch needs to get done right now. So 
that is the base of what should pass the 
Senate, if we are to get a law enacted. 
House and Senate Democrats insist on 
offsets for a patch. 

The old joke is that you better make 
certain the light at the end of the tun-
nel isn’t a train coming toward you. 
Unfortunately, the joke is on the 
American people when it comes to the 
upcoming tax-filing season. Because of 
the failure of the Congress to act, the 
taxpayers are going to feel as if they 
have been hit by a freight train come 
April 15. The sad part is this was not 
necessary. Congress could have done 
the right thing. Congress could have 
acted. We have never in this century 
gone this late without passing the 
AMT patch and having it in place. The 
IRS and the Treasury have made it 
clear that the failure to act would 
cause very real problems in the filing 
season, in terms of confusion and in 
terms, especially, of a delay in pro-
viding taxpayers their refunds. 
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I am astonished when I hear that 

some in the Democratic leadership are 
telling reporters these claims of a fil-
ing fiasco are all somehow a bluff. The 
Democratic leadership certainly didn’t 
think the problems of the filing season 
were a bluff when we were delayed in 
passing an extenders package last year. 
That is when the Republicans were in 
control. I strongly advocated then that 
we needed to pass the extenders pack-
age and warned of its negative impact 
on the filing season, and I was not lis-
tened to by my Republican leadership. 
But Democrats, now in the majority 
but back then in the minority, joined 
me in those statements. Now the clam-
or is much smaller with the alternative 
minimum tax which will affect 25 mil-
lion taxpayers and will be, in many 
ways, significantly more disruptive to 
the filing season than the extenders 
delay last year. 

As you can see from a chart I have 
here—I am going to ask my staff to 
hold that chart up. We all know the 
story of Chicken Little. But every once 
in a while, Chicken Little is right. 
When it comes to the filing season, the 
sky is falling. 

It is important that my colleagues 
understand that by failing before 
Thanksgiving, we have already 
gummed up the works. As my col-
leagues can see from this next chart, 
the deadline of October 15 for finalizing 
forms and instructions has already 
passed. We have passed the November 7 
deadline for printing the tax forms—as 
you can also see in the chart—and the 
absolute drop dead date for printing 
was November 16. 

Every week that we don’t act, this 
problem will get worse and worse. 

I should make it clear that we are 
not only hearing from the IRS that the 
delays have created a filing fiasco; the 
tax preparer community is making it 
clear that the problems are real and 
they are big. 

We recently received a letter from 
the independent IRS Oversight Board 
that voiced ‘‘grave concerns about the 
serious risks to the 2008 filing season if 
legislation to change the AMT is de-
layed.’’ 

The IRS Oversight Board makes it 
clear that there is a big, big difference 
from Congress passing AMT relief this 
week as opposed to the third week of 
December. The board specifically says 
that another 2 or 3 week delay by Con-
gress could mean that another 31 mil-
lion taxpayers will face a delay in fil-
ing returns and that another approxi-
mately $70 billion in refunds could be 
delayed. 

These numbers would be on top of the 
6.7 million taxpayers who already face 
a delay in filing returns and the $17 bil-
lion in refunds that are going to be de-
layed because we have not acted to 
pass the AMT ‘‘patch.’’ 

So if we continue to dilly-dally and 
delay on AMT relief until Christmas, it 
will be a total of 37.7 million return fil-
ings delayed and $86.9 billion in refunds 
delayed. These delayed refunds are not 

just paper; they represent real money 
that many working families are count-
ing on to help them to pay the bills, 
make an important purchase or even 
have an important medical procedure 
done. 

To be blunt, we are already in the 
soup and it is a question of how bad it 
is going to get. 

I recently joined the ranking member 
of the Ways and Means Committee in 
writing to Ms. Stiff, the Acting Com-
missioner of the Internal Revenue 
Service, asking that the IRS do the fol-
lowing: 

No. 1, take steps to educate tax-
payers about the possible changes in 
the law and tax forms; 

No. 2, work closely with the tax prep-
aration community to keep them 
aware of the IRS to update program-
ming and minimize delays and to en-
courage the tax preparation commu-
nity to inform their clients and con-
sumers about likely delays in proc-
essing returns and distributing refunds; 

No. 3, ensure that all IRS call center 
employees are fully informed about the 
status of the tax filing season and can 
provide accurate and timely informa-
tion to callers; 

No. 4, within available resources, in-
crease staffing of IRS call centers to 
accommodate the increased call vol-
ume that will likely result from tax-
payer confusion. 

I think these steps will allow us to do 
the best we can with a very bad hand. 
But there should be no doubt, the real 
answer is to pass AMT relief and pass 
it now. 

For many years now, and certainly 
many times this year, I have tried to 
shed light on the monstrosity that is 
the alternative minimum tax and how 
the failure to index the AMT for infla-
tion threatens middle-class taxpayers. 
While I have consistently fought for 
full repeal of the alternative minimum 
tax, I have had to be content with en-
acting a series of provisions, since 2001, 
to increase the exemption amounts 
pertaining to the AMT to prevent new 
taxpayers from being caught by it. 
However, similar action has not yet 
been taken for tax year 2007. Despite 
plenty of advanced warning, congres-
sional leadership’s failure to act means 
that time for proactive action has al-
ready passed. 

The IRS is printing tax forms and 
making other arrangements to process 
tax returns submitted for the upcom-
ing filing season. Any legislative fix 
undertaken now to check the advance 
of the AMT will not eliminate a prob-
lem, but will only manage it. Despite 
being deeply disappointed that congres-
sional leadership has not seen fit to act 
faster, I was hopeful that the mag-
nitude of around 19 million additional 
tax filers paying the AMT for tax year 
2007 was finally beginning to hit home. 
The AMT finally seemed to be getting 
the attention it deserved, but recent 
rhetoric has again put me into a nega-
tive frame of mind. 

Rather than offer new ideas and in-
sights into how to solve the AMT prob-

lem, which in the case of many would 
be to offer any ideas at all, some of my 
colleagues are merely recycling the 
same old and tired talking points of 
years past. More specifically, I’m refer-
ring to the accusation, made by left- 
leaning think tanks and also by the 
House Committee on Ways and Means 
majority, that advocates of tax relief 
in 2001 and 2003 deliberately—I want to 
emphasize they are accusing use of de-
liberately using the AMT as a trick to 
minimize the revenue cost to the Fed-
eral treasury as a result of those poli-
cies. While it is true that some families 
benefit less from 2001 and 2003 tax relief 
than they otherwise would have, to say 
this is by design, as is indeed done in a 
Committee on Ways and Means press 
release issued on November 14, is abso-
lutely ridiculous. 

Republicans have consistently 
fought, even before the 2001 tax relief 
bill, to curtail and eradicate the alter-
native minimum tax. In 1999, congres-
sional Republicans passed the Tax-
payer Refund and Relief Act of 1999, 
which completely repealed the AMT, 
and this bill was vetoed by President 
Clinton. 

Getting back to the Ways and Means 
press release of November 14, in it I 
myself am cited as critiquing President 
Bush for not doing more in his 2001 and 
2003 tax packages to counteract AMT 
effects. I do absolutely want to make 
clear that despite my belief that the 
AMT was also a pressing problem at 
that time, I wholeheartedly supported 
tax relief in 2001 and 2003 and still 
think it was absolutely the right thing 
to do. In fact, I think the provisions in 
both bills should be made permanent. 

In order to counteract the effect of 
the AMT, Congress passed and Presi-
dent Bush signed into law a series of 
provisions to increase AMT exemption 
amounts to keep inflation from push-
ing new tax filers into the clutches of 
the AMT. If Ways and Means Demo-
crats were serious in their implied con-
cern for the effectiveness of 2001 and 
2003 tax relief, they could do two very 
simple things: First, House Democrats 
could make 2001 and 2003 tax relief per-
manent; second, they could fully repeal 
the AMT. Of course they have shown no 
sign of doing either of these two 
things. In fact, opposition to the 2003 
tax relief package was so intense 
among Democrats that the Vice Presi-
dent was called upon to break a tie 
during a vote in the Senate. 

The provisions of the 2001 and 2003 
tax relief bills were not made perma-
nent because doing so might have made 
it impossible for the bills to overcome 
Democratic opposition. I believe that 
including AMT repeal in those bills 
would have had the same effect. 

Aside from being quoted in the No-
vember 14 Ways and Means press re-
lease, I found it unintentionally hu-
morous in that it reveals that House 
Democrats are doing exactly what they 
accuse Republicans of having done 
since 2001. While they accuse Repub-
licans of using the AMT as a budgeting 
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gimmick, they are using the AMT as a 
gimmick to make it appear they are 
easing the tax burden when they are 
not. 

In the release, Ways and Means 
Chairman RANGEL is quoted saying 
‘‘The house passed a bill to prevent the 
AMT from hitting 23 million families 
this year without hurting the economy 
by adding to the national debt.’’ 

What this means is that the House is 
protecting some people from the AMT 
by subjecting other filers to additional 
taxes. This is the same as if your com-
munity’s animal control officer caught 
a rabid dog on your street and let it go 
someplace else across town. Your prob-
lem appears to have been immediately 
solved, but in the longer-term, the fun-
damental problem still exists. The fun-
damental problem with the AMT is the 
massive amount of unintended revenue 
it is forecast to collect, and the unwill-
ingness of many of my colleagues to 
forego that revenue. 

If Ways and Means Democrats are se-
rious in their appeal to the administra-
tion regarding the AMT to ‘‘work with 
Congress to do the right thing and kill 
it,’’ they will abandon any notion that 
revenues not collected because of AMT 
relief or repeal ought to be offset. 

Finally, I want to address the base-
less claim that the Bush administra-
tion’s tax priorities were responsible 
for the AMT problem on a technical 
level. 

This exact point was raised in 2005 by 
Democratic Ways and Means staffers in 
a letter to ‘‘Tax Note,’’ a prominent 
publication for tax professionals. At 
the time I requested that the non-
partisan Joint Committee on Taxation 
look into this matter. Their analysis 
showed that, as I have long main-
tained, the biggest problem with the 
alternative minimum tax was it was 
never indexed for inflation. 

In response, I received from the Joint 
Committee on Taxation a letter dated 
October 3, 2005. I have requested an up-
date of that document and will discuss 
the updated numbers as soon as they 
are available. That estimate could be 
interpreted to indicate that if the Bush 
tax cuts were repealed, alternative 
minimum tax revenues could be ex-

pected to drop by $302 billion, or 27 per-
cent. 

At the time, the Joint Committee on 
Taxation estimate also found that ex-
tending and indexing the hold-harmless 
provision in effect at the time would 
reduce alternative minimum tax reve-
nues by around $667 billion, or 59 per-
cent. Of course, the analysis of this 
question is complicated by the fact 
that the variables we are examining 
overlap and interact with each other. 
But responsible analysis of available 
information certainly does not support 
the allegation that the tax relief pack-
ages signed by the President in 2001 
and 2003 are responsible for the explo-
sion of the alternative minimum tax. If 
anything, House Democrats and their 
pet think tanks have illustrated the 
fallacy of using projected revenue re-
ductions as a proxy for percentage cau-
sation. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the October 2005 Joint 
Committee on Taxation revenue esti-
mate I referred to be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON TAXATION, 

Washington, DC, Oct. 3, 2005. 
MEMORANDUM 

To: Mark Prater and Christy Mistr 
From: George Yin 
Subject: AMT Effects 

This memorandum responds to your re-
quest of September 29, 2005, for an analysis of 
the portion of the AMT effect (AMT liability 
plus credits lost due to the AMT) which can 
be attributed to the failure to adjust the 
AMT exemption amount to inflation, assum-
ing alternatively that the EGTRRA and 
JGTRRA tax cuts (‘‘tax cuts’’) are either 
permanently extended or repealed. We also 
explain how this information compares to in-
formation previously provided to you on Au-
gust 31, 2005 and September 16, 2005. 

For the purposes of this analysis, we have 
first assumed that the tax cuts are repealed. 
The first set of figures in Table 1 compares 
the AMT effect under this assumption if, al-
ternatively, (1) the AMT exemption amount 
hold-harmless provision is not extended be-
yond 2005; (2) such provision is extended per-
manently; and (3) such provision is extended 
permanently and indexed after 2005. The sec-

ond set of figures presents the same compari-
son under the assumption that the tax cuts 
are permanently extended. All of the infor-
mation provided in this table was previously 
provided to you in our September 16, 2005 
memo, except in a different format. 

TABLE 1 

Item 
AMT effect 
(billions of 

dollars) 

Tax Cuts Repealed: 
(1) Hold-harmless provision not extended ..................... 399.9 
(2) Hold-harmless provision extended permanently ....... 212.0 
(3) Percentage of AMT effect attributable to failure to 

extend hold-harmless provision (((1)–(2))/(1)) ......... 47% 
(4) Hold-harmless provision extended permanently and 

indexed ....................................................................... 169.7 
(5) Percentage of AMT effect attributable to failure to 

extend and index hold-harmless provision (((1)–(4))/ 
(1)) .............................................................................. 58% 

Tax Cuts Extended Permanently: 
(6) Hold-harmless provision not extended ..................... 1,139.1 
(7) Hold-harmless provision extended permanently ....... 628.5 
(8) Percentage of AMT effect attributable to failure to 

extend hold-harmless provision (((6)–(7))/(6)) ......... 45% 
(9) Hold-harmless provision extended permanently and 

indexed ....................................................................... 472.0 
(10) Percentage of AMT effect attributable to failure to 

extend and index hold-harmless provision (((6)–(9))/ 
(6)) .............................................................................. 59% 

In the information provided to you on Au-
gust 31, 2005 and September 16, 2005, we ana-
lyzed the portion of the AMT effect attrib-
utable to the tax cuts. In the analysis de-
scribed above, we identify the portion of the 
AMT effect attributable to failure to adjust 
the AMT exemption amount to inflation. 
There is, however, interaction between these 
two contributing factors to the AMT effect. 
In order to avoid double counting of inter-
actions, a stacking order is imposed. The ap-
portionment of effects to each contributing 
factor will vary depending on the stacking 
order, even though the total effect remains 
constant. 

This phenomenon is illustrated by Tables 2 
and 3 below. The first two columns of Table 
2 show the portion of the AMT effect attrib-
uted to the tax cuts, consistent with the in-
formation provided on August 31, 2005 and 
September 16, 2005. The second two columns 
of Table 2 show the portion of the AMT ef-
fect attributable to the failure to extend and 
index the hold-harmless provision, con-
sistent with the information provided in 
Table 1 above. Note that if these two con-
tributing factors were completely inde-
pendent of one another, the information in 
Table 2 would suggest that the two factors 
together contribute to more than 100 percent 
of the AMT effect. In fact, as shown in Table 
3, the two factors together contribute to 
only 85 percent of the AMT effect. Thus, 
there is substantial overlap between these 
two factors. 

TABLE 2 

Item 
AMT effect 
(billions of 

dollars) 
Item 

AMT effect 
(billions of 

dollars) 

Baseline ..................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,139.1 Baseline 1,139.1 
Repeal tax cuts .......................................................................................................................................................................................... 399.9 Extend and index AMT hold-harmless provision 472.0 

Difference ................................................................................................................................................................................................... 739.2 Difference 667.1 
Percentage of baseline .............................................................................................................................................................................. 65% Percentage of baseline 59% 

TABLE 3 

Item 
AMT effect 
(billions of 

dollars) 

Baseline ................................................................................... 1,139.1 
Repeal tax cuts and extend and index AMT hold-harmless 

provision .............................................................................. 169.7 

Difference ................................................................................. 969.4 
Percentage of baseline ............................................................ 85% 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, 
as I said, I will discuss those updated 

numbers when they are given to me by 
JCT. 

I mentioned earlier that the argu-
ment that our recent tax policies are 
responsible for the wild growth in the 
alternative minimum tax is an old and 
a very tired argument, intellectually 
dishonest. The Ways and Means press 
release of November 14, 2007 refers to a 
letter of March 6, 2001, sent by Mr. 
RANGEL to President Bush. 

I just talked about a Democratic 
staffer making the same point in Tax 
Notes in 2005. I am not bothered by 
these arguments in and of themselves. 
They are based upon poor analysis, if 
that, and it is easy for me to respond 
to them. What does bother me, how-
ever, is that clearly many people are 
more interested in trying to make 
cheap political points than actually 
dealing with the alternative minimum 
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tax. If House Democrats were con-
cerned about the tax burden, they 
would repeal the alternative minimum 
tax without raising taxes on other tax-
payers to replace revenue that was 
never supposed to come into the Fed-
eral Treasury, because these 23 million 
middle-income taxpayers were never 
supposed to be hit by the alternative 
minimum tax, because it was only 
meant to be paid by the superrich. 

I have made the point many times, 
that this alternative minimum tax was 
never meant as a revenue source, and I 
do not care if I made it twice in a row, 
three times in a row, it is a fact of life: 
These 23 million people were never 
meant to pay it. The alternative min-
imum tax is only supposed to hit the 
superrich—it was an unsuccessful at-
tempt—when the alternative minimum 
tax was passed in 1969, to promote tax 
fairness. This point has not been chal-
lenged. 

Rather, my friends in the House and 
elsewhere have distorted that argu-
ment into a claim that Republicans in-
tended to use the alternative minimum 
tax to secretly diminish the impact of 
the 2001 and 2003 tax relief packages. I 
have shown how that argument is 
flawed every time it is dug out of the 
closet by someone. The alternative 
minimum tax certainly is not a secret. 
But it is a mystery how so many people 
can engage in so much pointless discus-
sion when what we need now right now, 
actually several months late, is urgent 
action. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
MCCASKILL.) The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SALAZAR. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SALAZAR. Madam President, 
what is the pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is in morning business. 

Mr. SALAZAR. I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak for up to 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

THE FARM BILL 

Mr. SALAZAR. Madam President, I 
come to the floor to plead with my col-
leagues that we move forward to ad-
dress the issues of agriculture and 
rural communities and food security 
for our country in moving forward with 
consideration and passage of the 2007 
farm bill. In this Chamber, there needs 
to be more champions of rural America 
and agriculture. Those farmers and 
ranchers around our Nation who today 
are the ones working to provide food 
for the tables of all of America, those 
farmers and ranchers, when you meet 
them—because when you shake their 
hand in communities in my State, 

places such as Lamar or Craig or down 
in Dove Creek, in my home area of the 
San Luis Valley, Manassa, it is a rough 
hand. It is a rough hand that is weath-
ered through the difficult times of hav-
ing had to eke out a living from the 
soil and what oftentimes is a very dif-
ficult time. 

Rural America, in my opinion, is part 
of the forgotten America. Rural Amer-
ica has been forgotten by Washington, 
DC for far too long. Rural America has 
been forgotten by this President and 
this administration for far too long. 
Now we have an opportunity with leg-
islation crafted in the spirit of biparti-
sanship, through the leadership of Sen-
ators HARKIN and CHAMBLISS and a 
number of other members of the Agri-
culture Committee and the Finance 
Committee, under the leadership of 
Senators BAUCUS and GRASSLEY, to 
make sure that rural America is not 
forgotten. We have an opportunity to 
open a new chapter of opportunity for 
rural America. We can do this with the 
2007 farm bill. 

Rural America is in trouble. When 
you look at this map of the United 
States, when you look at both the red 
and yellow zones, they are all part of 
what we consider to be rural America. 
There are about 1,700 counties in what 
is characterized as rural America in 
this great land of ours, the United 
States. More than half of those coun-
ties have been declining in population. 
Across the heartland of the United 
States, you see great swathes of red 
where we see towns and communities 
that are withering on the vine. This 
2007 farm bill will help revitalize rural 
America in a way that has not hap-
pened before. 

When we look at the towns and coun-
ties across each one of the 50 States, I 
am sure any one of us could find many 
places such as this storefront in Brush, 
CO where half of the main street in 
many of the towns has essentially been 
closed down. This is the main street of 
Brush. There is a for sale sign on this 
building. When you go to the towns in 
my native valley, in Conejos County, 
Costilla County, I can tell you that in 
the town of Antonito, CO, at one point 
in time, 15 years ago, there were four 
or five gas stations on the main street. 
Today there is one gas station. I re-
member a few years ago there were 
multiple grocery stores. Today there is 
one small grocery store. I haven’t done 
the count when I have gone through 
the main street of Antonito, as I often 
do back in the San Luis Valley, but I 
would guess that 60 to 70 percent of the 
entire main street of the town has been 
boarded up and is either not being used 
or is for sale. 

The town of Antonito, like the town 
of Brush, like so many towns and com-
munities across rural America, is call-
ing out for Congress to do something to 
help revitalize rural America. We, in 
the 2007 farm bill that has been crafted 
in the best spirit of bipartisanship, are 
attempting to do so. It will be a shame 
for Washington, DC and for this Cham-

ber to allow the politics of obstruc-
tionism we see going on here to essen-
tially kill the promise of rural America 
represented in the 2007 farm bill. 

Over the last several days and over 
the last month, we have seen many ef-
forts to try to move forward to a con-
clusion. Yet we haven’t been able to 
move forward because there is a fili-
buster in place. I have heard the major-
ity leader come to the floor and say: 
Let’s move forward and consider the 
farm bill. We will make an agreement 
where we will allow 10 Republican 
amendments and 5 Democratic amend-
ments and 2 other amendments, a total 
of 17 amendments. What has happened 
when he has propounded that unani-
mous consent request? It has been ob-
jected to. He has said, as Senator HAR-
KIN has suggested, let’s take 10 amend-
ments on either side or 12 amendments 
on either side. Let’s come up with an 
agreement that puts us on the pathway 
of making the farm bill even better 
through the amendment process but 
getting the farm bill passed. 

Yet what is happening in our inabil-
ity to move forward? There are objec-
tions on the other side because there is 
a paradigm that has become evident in 
this place. And that is to try to slow 
walk any kind of progress we might be 
able to make on this legislation, on 
AMT, on the Energy bill, or anything 
else. 

We hopefully will find the courage in 
this Chamber to make sure that the 
public purposes for which we were 
elected will ultimately triumph over 
the politics of division which we see 
taking place. Doing nothing is not an 
option. Obstructionism essentially is 
leading to that result of doing nothing. 

The farmers and ranchers of America 
don’t see this as a Democratic and Re-
publican issue. They want results. 
They want us to work together to try 
to get results and to pass this 2007 farm 
bill. 

I urge my colleagues to redouble 
their efforts to try to find agreement 
so we can move forward, so we can 
have a farm bill that is good for Amer-
ica. 

As we talk about the farm bill, it is 
also important, as my good friend from 
North Dakota, Senator CONRAD, has 
said, to understand that this is much 
more than just about conservation and 
energy and rural development, the 
things I care so much about. It is also 
about another thing all of us care a lot 
about, and that is the nutrition of 
those who are most vulnerable in soci-
ety. That is why in this farm bill about 
67 percent of all the money that goes 
into this farm bill actually goes into 
nutrition programs for America. Yes, 
newspapers across the country that 
sometimes are critical of the com-
modity parts of the farm bill are 
wrong, because they don’t focus on the 
other parts of the legislation. They 
don’t talk about what we do for nutri-
tion in this farm bill. They don’t talk 
about what we are trying to do with 
the fresh fruits and vegetables program 
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included in this bill at a level which 
has never been done before. 

For my small State of Colorado, 
what it basically means is there is 
going to be $45 million available to pro-
vide fresh fruits and vegetables to 
those young kids in our schools so they 
can grow up healthy and learn in the 
schools they currently attend. What we 
are doing is, we are spreading what has 
been a pilot program for fresh fruits 
and vegetables across the entire 50 
States. That is a good program. We 
should remind Americans that when we 
talk about the farm bill, we are talking 
about nutrition. 

I also want to talk a bit about one 
aspect of this farm bill and that is title 
9, the energy part. When I look at what 
is happening across America today, I 
think that the energy opportunity for 
America presents one of the signature 
opportunities for this Nation and for 
this world in the 21st century. There is 
no doubt that we have come to realize, 
progressives and conservatives, Demo-
crats and Republicans, that the addic-
tion we have to foreign oil is some-
thing that must end. It is in the fields 
of rural America that we will find a 
significant part of the answer to get rid 
of our dependence on foreign oil. That 
conclusion is one that will sustain a 
clean energy revolution in our country 
for not only years but for decades to 
come. We will find ways of harnessing 
the power of the Sun, the power of the 
wind, the power of biofuels, the power 
of geothermal capacities to get us to 
the point of energy independence. 

When I think about the fact that 
Brazil, a Third World country in South 
America, could become an energy-inde-
pendent country and we here, the most 
powerful Nation on the globe, have not 
been able to do that, we have gone in 
reverse, we have had a failed energy 
policy. When we have gone from a 
point in time in the 1970s when Richard 
Nixon, then President, coined the term 
‘‘energy independence’’ and President 
Jimmy Carter stood before the Nation 
and said we had to attack our energy 
addiction with the moral imperative of 
war, at that point we were importing 30 
percent of the oil from foreign coun-
tries. Today, in March of this year, we 
imported 67 percent of our oil from for-
eign countries. So we need to become 
energy independent and, yes, this farm 
bill in title 9 invests significant re-
sources in rural America that will help 
us become energy independent. 

This picture is a wind farm in 
Prowers County, CO. We invest signifi-
cant resources in wind power in my 
State, not only for these larger wind 
farms which can produce several hun-
dred megawatts of power but also for 
small farms and industrial areas where 
you see these small windmills that can 
actually produce enough electric gen-
eration to meet all the needs of a farm 
or a small business area or to help 
make sure we are providing electricity 
to places that are remote and far away. 

When we look at this 2007 farm bill, 
one of the marquis aspects of this bill 

is that it helps create a new oppor-
tunity for rural America and helps us 
grow our way to energy independence. 
On that one ground alone, we should 
all be willing to move forward to come 
up with an agreement that will allow 
us to move this farm bill forward. 

Two years ago, when I went back to 
Colorado, shortly after having been 
elected to the Senate, I asked people to 
try to find a place where I could go and 
visit an ethanol plant. There were none 
at that time. Today we now have four 
ethanol plants like the one that is lo-
cated in Sterling, CO in this picture. 
We are just beginning to see the energy 
revolution that is revitalizing that 
whole red part of the eastern plains of 
the State of Colorado. This farm bill 
will help us move forward in that con-
tinuing positive direction. 

Another aspect of this bill which is 
so important, and we must keep re-
minding people, is conservation. When 
you think about conservation and what 
this farm bill does, this is the most sig-
nificant investment ever made in con-
servation in the history of the United 
States under this farm bill. Through 
these investments we will be able to 
help make sure the water—which is the 
lifeblood of our rural communities; 
which is the lifeblood of the Nation; 
which is the lifeblood, certainly, of my 
State, which is the mother of rivers in 
the western part of the United States 
of America—that we are able to take 
advantage of using the water resources 
of our country in a positive and con-
structive way. 

Shown in this picture is an EQIP 
project which is in northern Colorado, 
where you can actually see an EQIP 
project which is conserving water in 
the livestock tanks that have been 
placed out here on this ranch. 

But it goes beyond water tanks and 
water conservation. There are also a 
whole host of other programs that we 
deal with in conservation. There is a 
Grassland Reserve Program. There is a 
Conservation Reserve Program. There 
is a CSP. There is a Wetlands Reserve 
Program. 

This picture is taken of a pond which 
has been restored in the northern part 
of my State which is part of the Wet-
lands Reserve Program that helps us 
make sure we have quality wetlands. 

I want to make this quick point 
about conservation. When you think 
about the people who care about our 
land and our water, farmers and ranch-
ers know about the importance of land 
and water because they know that is 
their way of life. If they do not take 
care of their land and water, they know 
the next year’s crop is not going to be 
there because their way of living is 
taken away from them. So farmers and 
ranchers are among the best environ-
mentalists, among the best conserva-
tionists we know. 

Seventy percent of our lands across 
this great United States of America are 
owned by farmers and ranchers. So the 
conservation program that we have in 
the national farm bill, in this 2007 farm 

bill, is absolutely essential for us to be 
able to protect the lands and waters of 
these United States. 

So I hope all of the conservation or-
ganizations that are out there, know-
ing we are working on the farm bill 
today, and the millions of Americans 
who care about conservation make sure 
their Senators know we should move 
forward on this farm bill in order to 
achieve the conservation objectives of 
this farm bill. They should let their 
Senators know this gridlock, this ob-
structionism we see is allowing politics 
to triumph over the very important 
public purposes which we are trying to 
achieve in conservation. 

Let me finally say, there are many 
other aspects of this farm bill which 
are important, including the safety net 
which takes a small portion, about 13 
percent or so, of the entire farm bill 
budget, and that is the support system 
to make sure we are able to keep farm-
ers and ranchers on the land. 

As part of what we have done in try-
ing to be innovative and moving for-
ward with programs that will help 
rural America and will help farmers 
and ranchers, we, for the first time, 
under the leadership of Senator BAUCUS 
and Senator GRASSLEY, have included a 
fund to be able to deal with the disas-
ters that affect rural America so often. 

In this picture behind me, you see 
what has become the norm in my State 
over the last 6 years, where we have 
seen some of the record droughts in 
Colorado. In fact, we had the most se-
vere drought in my State of Colorado 
in almost 500 years just a few years ago 
which devastated agriculture across 
the State from corner to corner. 

Shown in this picture is a cornfield 
in Washington County. Now, some peo-
ple will see this cornfield, and they will 
say: It looks like a bunch of dead 
plants. A farmer looks at this corn-
field, and a farmer sees a dream—a 
dream that will not be realized. 

In this picture, a farmer will look at 
it, and the farmer will remember the 
day when he went out and tilled the 
soil, when he fertilized the soil, when 
he planted the seed. The farmer will 
look at this picture, and he will re-
member the day when he saw the first 
green come through the soil as these 
corn seeds became plants. 

In this picture, he also will see the 
dream he had at that point, which was 
that he would be able to produce 
enough corn from his farm to be able to 
make a living, to be able to pay off the 
operating line at the bank, to be able 
to make the mortgage payment for the 
land. The farmer will see a lot in this 
picture. Yet we have not had a respon-
sible disaster program for agriculture 
in Washington, DC, for the longest of 
times. So every time there is a disaster 
somewhere, we have to come multiple 
times to the Senate, to the Congress, 
to try to find disaster emergency relief, 
which takes a lot of time. 

We have been through that effort 
dozens of times over the last 20 years. 
So it is time we fund a permanent dis-
aster fund, which is included in this 
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legislation, thanks to the leadership of 
Senator BAUCUS and Senator GRASSLEY 
and other members of the Finance 
Committee who have worked on this 
issue so hard. 

Let me, in conclusion, say once 
again, I have come to the floor to 
speak about the farm bill because it is 
something we can easily do. We have 
21⁄2 weeks before Christmas. This is leg-
islation we have worked on for a very 
long time. Under the leadership of Sen-
ator CHAMBLISS, several years ago, he 
held hearings on reforms to the farm 
bill all over this country. Under the 
leadership of Chairman HARKIN, this 
year, the first hearing on the farm bill 
was held in my State in Brighton, CO, 
in Adams County, one of the largest 
agricultural counties in my State. The 
effort has yielded a farm bill which is a 
good farm bill which should allow us to 
move forward to have a final farm bill 
coming out of the Senate. 

Now we have seen, again, Senator 
REID come to this floor, and he has said 
to the Republican leadership: We want 
to move forward on the farm bill. Sen-
ator REID has said: We will take 10 Re-
publican amendments to 5 Democratic 
amendments. Let’s have a debate on 
those. Let’s set up some time con-
straints on that debate, and let’s get 
down to the point where we can have a 
final vote on this very important bill. 
Yet the answer is: We object—on the 
other side—to anything happening here 
on this farm bill. 

I am hopeful the champions of rural 
America, the champions of agriculture 
on the Republican side, come over to 
join us to help us move this farm bill 
forward. 

I hope the people of America put 
pressure on the Members of the Senate 
to move forward to bring us to a con-
clusion on this 2007 farm bill so at the 
end of the session we can go home for 
Christmas and we can say we have done 
something good for the food security of 
our Nation. 

We ought to remember that sign on 
my desk that says: ‘‘No Farms, No 
Food.’’ ‘‘No Farms, No Food.’’ Every 
American eats. This farm bill is essen-
tial to make sure we maintain the 
independence and the food security we 
have had with food in America. 

I am very hopeful we are able to 
move forward with this farm bill. 

f 

PAYING FOR THE ALTERNATIVE 
MINIMUM TAX 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I rise 
today to urge my colleagues to support 
fairness in our Tax Code and fiscal re-
sponsibility in our budgets and appro-
priations. 

Sometime in the next 2 weeks, the 
Senate will likely be asked to vote on 
legislation to fix the alternative min-
imum tax—what we call the AMT. The 
issue before us is not whether the AMT 
ought to be fixed. Fixing it is the only 
fair thing to do for America’s middle- 
class families. The real issue is wheth-
er we are going to fix it in a way that 

is fiscally responsible, so that we do 
not leave our children and our chil-
dren’s children to foot the bill—yet 
again—for our spending. 

After 6 years of runaway deficits and 
Tax Code revisions that have dis-
proportionately benefited the wealthi-
est among us, Democrats committed 
during the 2006 election that we would 
reinstitute fiscal responsibility. We 
pledged to play it straight with tax-
payers: we said we will not run up defi-
cits with the cost of new legislation; 
we will pay for what we legislate. That 
pledge applied to program increases, to 
new programs, and to tax cuts. The 
Democrats’ fiscally responsible, pay- 
as-you-go pledge is the only way we 
have been able to temper deficit spend-
ing that has once again become the 
norm in Washington over the past 7 
years. 

So far we have held firm on the so- 
called ‘‘pay-go’’ commitment. But fix-
ing the AMT carries a cost of $51 bil-
lion, and pressure is mounting on the 
Senate to break that commitment and 
add to the record $9 trillion national 
debt that is already threatening future 
generations. In the name of fairness 
and fiscal responsibility, the Senate 
should resist that pressure. 

President Bush has recently used the 
rhetoric of fiscal responsibility. 

President Bush said, ‘‘You have to 
have some fiscal discipline if you want 
to balance the federal budget.’’ 

The distinguished minority leader, 
Senator MCCONNELL added that it is 
time ‘‘to get us out of the business of 
political theater and back to the busi-
ness of governing in a fiscally respon-
sible way.’’ 

I agree with those sentiments even if 
they are 6 years too late. But being fis-
cally responsible as we fix the AMT 
will require the Senate to do more than 
talk the talk about fiscal discipline; it 
will require the Senate to walk the 
walk by paying for any tax reductions, 
and not paying for them by increasing 
the national debt. 

Unfortunately, some of our Repub-
lican colleagues have a blind spot: they 
call for fiscal discipline when Congress 
wants to pay for an earmark or a new 
program, but when tax cuts are on the 
line, fiscal discipline is suddenly tossed 
into the legislative trash can. True fis-
cal discipline means we have to look at 
the bottom line for taxpayers no mat-
ter what kind of legislation we are de-
bating, including a fix for the AMT. 

The AMT was intended, when adopt-
ed in 1969, to ensure that every Amer-
ican with significant income contrib-
utes at least some taxes to this great 
country. It was designed to stop the 
highest income taxpayers from using 
tax loopholes to escape contributing 
one thin dime to Uncle Sam, ensuring 
that they shoulder their fair share of 
the tax burden. 

The AMT included exemptions to 
make sure that middle class Americans 
were not forced to pay higher AMT 
taxes instead of their normal tax bur-
den. But in recent years the AMT has 

gone wrong. The problem is that the 
AMT’s exemptions protecting the mid-
dle class have not been adjusted for in-
flation, and the AMT is now loading 
additional taxes onto the backs of 
working families who already pay their 
fair share. 

In 2006, 4 million taxpayers had to 
pay higher taxes due to the AMT. In 
2007, with no fix, 23 million Americans 
will have their taxes increased because 
of the AMT. That includes 830,000 tax-
payers in Michigan, which is 18 percent 
of all the taxpayers in the State. Only 
a few of these Michigan taxpayers are 
upper income, and most are not taking 
advantage of unfair tax loopholes. But 
if they are caught by the AMT, all 
830,000 Michiganders could be ham-
mered with hundreds or even thousands 
of dollars in additional taxes. 

There is a consensus in Washington 
that the AMT exemptions ought to be 
expanded so that the AMT impacts 
only upper income Americans, and not 
middle class Americans already work-
ing hard just to get by. The only issue 
is whether we are going to pay for it. 

Protecting the middle class from 
AMT taxes in 2007 will cost the Treas-
ury about $51 billion over 10 years. 
Faced with this cost, the House has 
taken the fiscally responsible course of 
action. It has sent us a bill, H.R. 3996, 
which would protect the middle class 
from the AMT sledgehammer in a way 
that is revenue neutral and does not 
add to our national debt. 

The House bill includes three fiscally 
responsible provisions that would raise 
$52 billion to pay for the AMT fix. 
These measures would ensure fairness 
in the taxes levied on stock profits and 
in the taxes paid by hedge fund man-
agers. Each provision represents an im-
portant tax reform in its own right 
that merits our support as a matter of 
tax fairness. 

The first of the House measures 
would require stock brokers to start 
reporting the cost basis of the securi-
ties they sell for their clients on the 
1099 forms that brokers already send to 
those clients and to the Internal Rev-
enue Service, IRS. Reporting the cost 
basis on these forms is a simple way to 
help ensure that the stock owners ac-
curately report to the IRS any profits 
earned from the sales of the stock, and 
it enjoys broad, bipartisan support. It 
is expected to generate about $3.4 bil-
lion in added tax revenues over the 
next 10 years. 

The next two House provisions would 
affect the income taxes paid by hedge 
fund managers, a small group of invest-
ment advisers who are among the 
wealthiest in America today. 

Hedge funds are private investment 
funds accessible only to wealthy indi-
viduals and large institutional inves-
tors. The experts who decide how to in-
vest these dollars are typically called 
hedge fund managers. In 2006, there 
were about 2,500 hedge funds registered 
with the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission, SEC. Hedge funds take money 
only from sophisticated investors such 
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as pension funds, university endow-
ments, and individuals who have at 
least $5 million in investments. By tak-
ing investment dollars only from so-
phisticated investors, hedge funds can 
avoid complying with SEC regulations 
that apply to mutual funds and other 
investment funds available to the gen-
eral public. 

Last year, press reports indicate that 
the top U.S. hedge fund manager made 
$1.7 billion in compensation. That’s bil-
lion. The average compensation for the 
top 25 hedge fund managers was around 
$570 million. Each. Think about that. 
For comparison, the 2006 median in-
come for U.S. households was less than 
$49,000, which is less than one ten thou-
sandth of the income collected by those 
top hedge fund managers. 

Hedge fund managers make their 
money by charging their clients a man-
agement fee equal to 2 percent of the 
funds provided to the hedge fund for in-
vestment and, in addition, by taking 20 
percent of the profits earned from 
those investments. The 20 percent 
share of the investment returns from 
hedge funds is known as ‘‘carried inter-
est.’’ Under current law, most hedge 
fund managers claim that this carried 
interest qualifies as capital gains sub-
ject to a maximum tax rate of 15 per-
cent, rather than as ordinary income 
subject to a maximum tax rate of 35 
percent. 

When hedge fund managers take 20 
percent of their clients’ investment re-
turns, they are being compensated for 
managing those client funds; they are 
not collecting profits from investing 
their own money. Characterizing this 
compensation as capital gains is a tax 
dodge that has been allowed to go on 
for too long. This tax loophole allows 
hedge fund managers to pay a 15-per-
cent capital gains rate on millions—or 
even billions—of dollars in income. 
Meanwhile, a receptionist in the same 
office receiving a $50,000 salary pays at 
a regular tax rate. Making a salaried 
worker pay a higher tax rate than the 
managers who are making hundreds of 
millions of dollars is a tax travesty, 
and it has got to stop. 

The House bill would restore fairness 
by putting an end to this tax loophole. 
The second provision of the House bill 
would make it clear that the 20 percent 
carried interest is, in fact, taxable as 
ordinary income, making hedge fund 
managers pay the same income tax 
rates as ordinary Americans. If en-
acted, it would raise about $25.6 billion 
over 10 years, half the cost of fixing the 
AMT. 

The third provision in the House bill 
would address a smaller group of hedge 
fund managers—those routing their 
compensation through offshore cor-
porations located in tax havens. 

The hedge fund managers partici-
pating in this tax dodge typically don’t 
live or work in the tax haven where the 
offshore corporation is incorporated. 
The offshore corporation often doesn’t 
have any physical presence in the tax 
haven either—it functions as a shell 

company with no full-time employees 
or physical office. The whole arrange-
ment is a phony setup to enable the 
hedge fund manager to appear to get 
paid outside the United States, direct 
the offshore corporation to place the 
compensation in an offshore retirement 
plan, and defer payment of any U.S. 
taxes on that compensation until 
sometime in the future. In the mean-
time, the offshore corporation can in-
vest the funds tax free and accumulate 
investment returns for the hedge fund 
manager. The result of all this tricky 
maneuvering is that hedge fund man-
agers are able to defer U.S. income 
taxes and circumvent parts of the U.S. 
Tax Code that limit tax free contribu-
tions to retirement plans. Some are 
able to defer paying taxes on hundreds 
of millions of dollars of annual income. 

The House bill would put an end to 
this offshore tax dodge by requiring 
hedge fund managers to pay taxes on 
any earnings from their deferred off-
shore compensation, as those earnings 
accrue. The tax-free ride would be over. 
If enacted, this provision would raise 
$23.8 billion over 10 years. 

Requiring accurate reporting of 
stock profits, applying the same tax 
rates to carried interest as to the in-
come of ordinary Americans, and tax-
ing deferred offshore investment in-
come are provisions that promote tax 
fairness and make a lot of sense. To-
gether, these three House provisions 
would raise more than $52 billion over 
10 years, enough to pay for the entire 
$51 billion AMT fix so that we can pro-
tect middle class Americans from the 
AMT sledgehammer without running 
up the national debt. 

So why is the Senate hesitating to 
enact the House bill? 

Some claim that forcing hedge fund 
managers to pay their fair share of 
taxes would somehow put an end to the 
capitalist spirit in America. Whatever 
the merits of the argument for lower 
taxes on capital gains, those argu-
ments certainly do not make any sense 
when applied to income earned for 
servicing and managing other peoples’ 
capital. Surely the person who earned 
$1.7 billion would have had that same 
capitalist spirit and zeal for investing 
whether his take home pay was $1.7 bil-
lion or $1.1 billion. 

Some of my colleagues argue that 
the Senate just should add the $51 bil-
lion cost of the AMT fix to the deficit 
and leave it at that. But when some 
taxpayers are given a free ride, the rest 
will inevitably be asked to make up the 
difference, whether it is through in-
creased debt or higher taxes down the 
road. We all know that there is no free 
lunch, and there is no free tax cut, and 
history shows that when upper income 
groups avoid paying taxes, the middle 
income groups end up footing the tax 
bill. Unfortunately, some continue to 
grasp onto the fiscally irresponsible at-
titude that, in just the last 7 years, has 
added $3.5 trillion to the $9 trillion 
debt ditch already threatening the eco-
nomic well-being of the next genera-

tion. And they would dig that debt 
ditch deeper—instead of paying for the 
AMT tax cut—primarily to protect 
hedge fund managers from paying their 
fair share of taxes. 

I don’t understand how some can 
claim that the deficit matters when 
the debate is over $22 billion in appro-
priations for health, education or vet-
erans, but not when the issue is $51 bil-
lion in tax benefits for the wealthiest 
Americans. 

The bottom line is that the House 
found the political will to impose tax 
fairness on hedge funds when they 
passed H.R. 3996. The Senate can and 
should do the same. If we don’t—if we 
give in to the pressure to break the 
pay-as-you-go rules that have so far 
held firm in the Senate—it will be that 
much easier to break the rules again in 
the future. Giving up on pay-go would 
let down American taxpayers who are 
counting on us to act responsibly and 
pay for what we legislate. 

If the Republican filibuster continues 
and succeeds, and if we cannot muster 
60 votes to break it, we would then be 
forced with the choice of raising taxes 
on 23 million working families or vio-
lating our pay-as-you-go rules. I would 
protect my constituents at the expense 
of an even deeper national debt. But we 
don’t have to go that way, and we 
shouldn’t. With the House bill we can 
protect our constituents from unin-
tended tax increases, we can ensure 
fairness in the tax code, and we can 
avoid increasing the Federal deficit. 

I urge my colleagues, Republicans 
and Democrats, to take a look at the 
tradeoffs presented in the House bill. 
The House bill will allow us to fix the 
AMT for a year, and at the same time 
ensure that the wealthiest among us 
contribute their fair share to this great 
country. I urge my colleagues to take 
seriously Congress’s commitment to 
fiscal responsibility as well as fairness, 
and to pass H.R. 3996. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that morning busi-
ness be terminated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Morning business is closed. 
f 

TEMPORARY TAX RELIEF ACT OF 
2007—MOTION TO PROCEED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of the motion to 
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proceed to H.R. 3996, which the clerk 
will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A motion to proceed to the bill (H.R. 3996) 
to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
to extend certain expiring provisions, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, it is my 
understanding there is a motion to pro-
ceed that is now before the Senate. I 
ask to withdraw it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the motion is withdrawn. 

Mr. REID. What now is the pending 
business? 

f 

FARM, NUTRITION, AND 
BIOENERGY ACT OF 2007 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the pending business. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 2419) to provide for the con-
tinuation of agricultural programs through 
fiscal year 2012, and for other purposes. 

Pending: 
Harkin amendment No. 3500, in the nature 

of a substitute. 
Reid (for Dorgan/Grassley) amendment No. 

3508 (to amendment No. 3500), to strengthen 
payment limitations and direct the savings 
to increased funding for certain programs. 

Reid amendment No. 3509 (to amendment 
No. 3508), to change the enactment date. 

Reid amendment No. 3510 (to the language 
proposed to be stricken by amendment No. 
3500), to change the enactment date. 

Reid amendment No. 3511 (to amendment 
No. 3510), to change the enactment date. 

Motion to commit the bill to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry, with instructions to report back forth-
with, with Reid amendment No. 3512. 

Reid amendment No. 3512 (to the instruc-
tions of the motion to commit to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry, with instructions), to change the en-
actment date. 

Reid amendment No. 3513 (to the instruc-
tions of the motion to recommit), to change 
the enactment date. 

Reid amendment No. 3514 (to amendment 
No. 3513), to change the enactment date. 

CLOTURE MOTION 
Mr. REID. Madam President, it is my 

understanding there is a cloture mo-
tion on the Harkin substitute amend-
ment at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion having been filed pursuant to rule 
XXII, the clerk will report the motion. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 
We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-

ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the Har-
kin substitute amendment No. 3500 to H.R. 
2419, the farm bill. 

Tom Harkin, Russell D. Feingold, Jon 
Tester, Dick Durbin, Benjamin L. 
Cardin, Frank R. Lautenberg, John F. 
Kerry, Ted Kennedy, Byron L. Dorgan, 
Barack Obama, Ben Nelson, Amy Klo-
buchar, Sherrod Brown, Sheldon White-
house, Tim Johnson, Jim Webb, Hillary 
Rodham Clinton. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I now ask 
unanimous consent that the manda-
tory quorum call be waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PRYOR). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to 
proceed to calendar No. 487, H.R. 3996— 
I am happy to see my friend, the distin-
guished Senator from Georgia on the 
floor. I believe my friend from Georgia 
knows how hard I have tried to get 
some way to proceed forward on this 
farm bill. We don’t have farms in Ne-
vada. We do have some. We have lots of 
ranches. As I have said on the floor be-
fore, the one crop we are very proud of 
is onions. We are the largest white 
onion producer in the world—in the 
United States—I am sorry. And in 
Lyon County, we produce lots of stuff: 
onions, garlic, and in Mason Valley, 
lots and lots of alfalfa. The greenbelts 
of Nevada are shrinking because of the 
population growth we have. But we 
still have ranches—ranches that were 
owned by Bing Crosby—I mean that 
were famous ranches. They still are. 
But even they are being hit by the pop-
ulation growth. 

We are very proud of our ranching 
community. There are things in this 
farm bill that have direct impact on 
my constituency in the State of Ne-
vada. That is one reason I have tried 
everything I know to move to this bill. 

We have tried moving forward 
amendment by amendment. The Dor-
gan amendment under the bill is still 
pending. That is a bipartisan amend-
ment. I have suggested let’s have X 
number of amendments, and finally I 
got so desperate I said let’s have the 
Republicans have 10 amendments and 
we will have 5. Still no takers on that. 
We heard from Senator HARKIN today 
who said: Senator CHAMBLISS and I now 
have the amendments down to less 
than 40. I said: Oh, good. Let’s enter 
into an agreement that we will have 40 
amendments, or whatever it is, and we 
will proceed to work on those. No time 
agreements. No deal. 

The only agreement we have had on 
this bill is we have locked in a finite 
number of amendments. But it is 287 
amendments—287 amendments—with 
issues that are so pertinent to the farm 
bill, like immigrants’ driver’s licenses, 
just for beginners. There have been 
some suggestions: Well, why don’t you 
just move to the bill. We are in the 
waning days of this year, and we have 
to proceed and complete a number of 
issues. But I was a little bit lax. I said: 
Well, maybe we are working here, try-
ing to work together on things, and the 
Amtrak bill hasn’t been done for 5 or 6 
years and people are crying for some-
thing to be done about this. We have 
one Republican Senator for years who 
has tried to kill Amtrak. He came very 
close to it a few times and we always 
were able to survive. So this year, I 
said let’s move to it. On a bipartisan 
basis we had people who wanted to do 
that bill. We opened it up. What is the 
first amendment? A tax measure. A tax 
measure. We finally got that bill 
passed. But we can’t on this farm bill 
open it up. 

I have heard the distinguished Re-
publican leader come forward and say: 
Well, that is what we have done in the 
past. I have been through this before, 
but let me repeat for everyone: The av-
erage number of nongermane amend-
ments on farm bills has been one—one 
per bill—one. In my efforts to be fair 
and to move forward, I said, OK, on the 
10 amendments the Republicans want 
to do on this bill, we will have two of 
them nongermane. I didn’t ask what 
they would be. There was no taking of 
that. So I have done literally every-
thing I can do. 

The farming and ranching commu-
nity of this country, they know why we 
are not moving forward on the farm 
bill. They know what is going on: The 
Republicans do not want to move on 
the farm bill. Maybe they don’t care 
about it. Maybe they think it would be 
some kind of a victory for Democrats 
who are in the majority in the Sen-
ate—not much of a majority, but we 
are in the majority. I don’t understand 
what this is all about. But Friday 
morning we are going to have a cloture 
vote again. Is that so unreasonable 
that if people believe in the farm bill, 
then they would still have 30 hours to 
offer amendments relating to the farm 
bill? They would have to be germane 
amendments. But what would be wrong 
with that? 

We have had one cloture motion. It 
has been defeated. We have waited 
weeks now. We have offered all kinds of 
suggestions to move forward. We have 
not heard a single proposal back from 
the Republicans other than to say: 
Well, open it up for amendments. Open 
it up for amendments so we can ask 
that we initiate a flat tax, or open it 
up to an amendment that we push for-
ward on Bush’s tax cuts that have put 
this country into such a terrible hole 
financially. That is what the plan is, 
and we are not going to be a part of 
that plan. We want to do a farm bill. 
We want to do it fairly and reasonably. 

While we are talking about schedule, 
I have spoken to the Speaker several 
times today and she is going to com-
plete either today or tomorrow an en-
ergy bill. That being the case, that will 
come here as a message from the House 
and we will have a cloture vote on 
that. The way things now are, if it gets 
here tomorrow, we will file a cloture 
motion on that and we will have a vote 
on that Saturday. So everyone should 
know that unless there is an agreement 
to change that, we will have a vote on 
Saturday. We have Senators leaving for 
Bali and Senators wanting to go to 
some celebration at Pearl Harbor, and 
a lot of other places people want to go. 
But the country has a lot of business 
that needs to be attempted to be com-
pleted, and we are going to do that. I 
hope we can work together to solve 
some of these issues. 

But to show the futility of our trying 
to progress, take, for example, the 
AMT, this tax proposal which was 
passed by a former Republican admin-
istration. Unless we place a so-called 
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patch on it, 20 million people or so will 
have an added tax. Some who make as 
much as $75,000 to $500,000 will be af-
fected by this legislation if we don’t do 
something to patch it. I have done ev-
erything I can except turn a back flip 
off of the Presiding Officer’s chair to 
see if we can figure out a way to move 
forward on AMT. I ask: How could we 
be more reasonable than what we have 
suggested? 

The House has passed a bill. It is over 
here. I said: Let’s vote on that by unan-
imous consent. Let’s vote on it. In ad-
dition to voting on that, let’s vote on 
Senator LOTT’s proposal. Senator 
LOTT’s proposal is to do away with the 
AMT. The only problem with that is it 
would cost about $1 trillion, but we are 
willing to vote on it. Senator GRASS-
LEY and Senator BAUCUS have a meas-
ure out of the Finance Committee that 
says we are going to have tax incen-
tives, which people believe in, and they 
are all paid for. With that is an AMT 
that is not paid for. Nope, we can’t do 
that. I said: Well, I have a new idea. 
Let’s have a vote and not pay for it. 
Nope, can’t do that. So if there were 
ever a book on being reasonable, I hope 
they include a paragraph or two about 
what we have tried to do the last few 
days. We have tried to be reasonable. 

Think about this: What else could we 
agree to do on AMT? They don’t want 
to vote on it if it is paid for. They don’t 
want a vote if it is half paid for, they 
don’t want a vote if it is repealed, and 
they don’t want a vote if it is not paid 
for. I don’t know what other iterations 
of this anyone could come up with, but 
I think I have covered the basics. We 
have been told by the Republicans no 
vote on any of them. 

If there is a closure of this congres-
sional session and the AMT hasn’t 
passed, it can be directed where most 
everything is directed—with the Re-
publicans marching in lockstep with 
the White House. The Republicans. If 
there is no AMT patch, it is the fault of 
the Republicans. They won’t let us 
vote on anything. 

So I say through the Chair to the dis-
tinguished Senator and my friend from 
Georgia: Do you know how we can com-
plete the farm bill? 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, 
first, I thank the majority leader for 
coming down to the floor and providing 
one more chance to discuss this. I re-
gret that the majority leader has taken 
this action to file cloture. But I can 
tell you what the answer is and I can 
tell you how to complete the farm bill. 
This is our fifth week on this bill, lit-
erally. We had 2 weeks before the 
Thanksgiving recess. We have been out 
2 weeks, and our staff has been working 
extremely hard during those 2 weeks, 
and here we are back in the fifth week. 
If we had had an open process initially, 
this farm bill would be in conference 
today. I think that still can happen. 
The distinguished majority leader re-
ferred to the number of amendments 
that are out there. I don’t remember 
what the number was, but 286, I be-

lieve, is what he said, and I think that 
is correct. A little over half of those 
were Democratic amendments and 
about half were Republican amend-
ments. We have hotlined our bill once 
again today, and through work of the 
staff on both sides, we have cut our 
number in half again today, and I dare-
say I can cut it by two-thirds in very 
short order. So we are moving south. 
We are moving in the direction of get-
ting amendments not only that are 
germane, but as the distinguished ma-
jority leader said, we have always had 
a couple of nongermane amendments 
on farm bills. As I looked at the list of 
the Democratic amendments, there 
were a number—I daresay more non-
germane amendments on there than 
there were amendments that are ger-
mane to the farm bill. So I don’t think 
it serves any purpose for us to argue 
about the germaneness or nongermane-
ness, obviously, with the exception of 
the cloture vote, what effect it will 
have on that. 

But here is my point. This has been a 
bipartisan effort, as the majority lead-
er knows. I worked very closely with 
Senator HARKIN and Senator CONRAD 
and we have developed not only a bi-
partisan farm bill, but we, in a bipar-
tisan way, have been whittling down 
the amendments. We are going to con-
tinue to do that, in spite of the cloture 
motion being filed, and I am very hope-
ful that whether it is Friday of this 
week or Monday of next week or Tues-
day of next week, whatever the date 
may be, we can come back to the ma-
jority leader as well as the minority 
leader and say: OK, here is where we 
are. This is the final number of amend-
ments that we can finally have votes 
on, and if no agreement can be nego-
tiated on that basis, then perhaps we 
can’t come to some conclusion of it. 
But we have stood ready from day 1 to 
have an open process of amendments 
being filed, amendments being debated, 
and votes on those amendments, and 
some of those amendments I have sig-
nificant disagreements with. But I was 
willing to debate those amendments 
and if we win, we win; if we don’t win, 
we don’t win, and we move on, but we 
get a bill off the floor of the Senate. 
The House passed their bill in July, 
and here we are in December and our 
work has not been completed. 

I would simply say to the majority 
leader, if he asks me, as he did, how 
can we get a farm bill? Let’s start it. 
Call it up. Let’s let amendments be 
filed, debated, and voted on. I assure 
you we will move this farm bill. I am 
here Saturday, Sunday, nights, holi-
days, whatever the majority leader 
suggests. 

We are here to do a farm bill, and I 
think I also speak for Senator HARKIN 
that he will be here, and we will get 
this done. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, Senator 
HARKIN told me today Senator CHAM-
BLISS and he had agreed to about 40 
amendments; is that valid? 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. We have not agreed 
to that. We have been working to-
gether. 

Mr. REID. See, Mr. President, this is 
the problem we have all the time. The 
Chairman, Senator HARKIN, said Sen-
ator CHAMBLISS and he had agreed to 
have less than 40 amendments. I said, 
fine. But it is always this rope-a-dope— 
no, it is not 40; we are still working on 
it. Of the 287, half of those are gone. 
And I guess half of that would be 143. 
We are down on the Republican side. 
Maybe they can get rid of two-thirds of 
them. 

There is always some reason we can-
not go to the bill. It is very easy to say 
if we had had an open process, we could 
have been to conference. That is fool-
ishness. I repeat, we know what farm 
bills are. It takes a while to work 
through them. But in recent history, 
we have averaged one nonrelevant 
amendment per farm bill. I am willing 
to take nonrelevant amendments, but 
no one will tell us what they will agree 
to. I agreed to 10, 5, and then Senator 
HARKIN said we can have 40. I said sign 
them up, let’s do 40. 

The ranking member of the com-
mittee says: Well, we are still working 
on it. That is what we have had. I want 
all ranching and farming families to 
hear what is going on here, which has 
gone on for weeks. Whether the pur-
pose is to stop Democrats from passing 
a farm bill, I don’t know. Maybe the 
ranking member simply doesn’t want a 
bill. There may be reasons for that. We 
had a bipartisan bill. Twenty percent 
of the Senate voted on the bill. Twen-
ty-one Members of the Senate are 
members of the Agriculture Com-
mittee, and they voted to report the 
bill out here. But there has been no 
movement on it. Cloture is ripening 
now, and we will move forward. 

To show what is going on, we have 
filed cloture on AMT, the bill that 
came from the House. We filed cloture 
on the farm bill; we are going to file 
cloture tomorrow on the Energy bill. 
Everything we do, we have to proce-
durally go through all of these hoops 
because the Republicans are on 
steroids as it relates to filibusters. 
They are going to break all records. 
They will break a 2-year record this 
year. I think the American people are 
seeing what is going on. 

The Republicans are demanding the 
status quo, in spite of our accomplish-
ments. We have had a lot of accom-
plishments, Mr. President. We can run 
through the list, but we need not do 
that. But there have been large, signifi-
cant, and important accomplishments. 
Accomplishments are not enough. We 
believe in changing the status quo. We 
believe in the agents of change. They 
are agents of keeping things the way 
they are. 

The American people want things 
changed, and we want to be part of that 
change. We hope we will be joined by 
our Republican colleagues to change a 
few things. Let’s have a new farm bill. 
Let’s not have to extend the farm bill 
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that is now in existence. Let’s try to do 
something with AMT, rather than walk 
out of here and have people saying it is 
too bad the Democrats didn’t do AMT. 

I have said that I defy anybody to 
come up with a way to do AMT other 
than the way I have suggested: Vote on 
the House bill, which is fully paid for; 
do the Lott proposal, which eliminates 
it and costs a trillion dollars; do what 
Senators GRASSLEY and BAUCUS re-
ported, that we pay for the extenders, 
not for the AMT. This morning I sug-
gested don’t pay for it. But, no. Si-
lence. 

I am disappointed but not surprised 
at how we have been treated today. 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, let 
me respond to the distinguished major-
ity leader by saying that when he says 
I don’t want a farm bill, nothing could 
be further from the truth. I already 
voted for this farm bill. I am ready to 
vote for this farm bill that came out of 
the Agriculture Committee tonight. 

But when he says also that they are 
the advocates of change, what he is 
proposing is a change in the process 
when it comes to farm bills. We do 
think the status quo on farm bills is 
the direction we ought to go, which is 
a free and open amendment process, to 
let the will of the Senate operate rel-
ative to farm policy. 

This is a critical 5-year bill for every 
farmer and rancher in America. If we 
limit the ability of folks to certain 
areas of concern, then we are not giv-
ing every farmer and rancher in Amer-
ica the opportunity to have their case 
made in the Senate. So I simply say I 
am ready to bring a farm bill to the 
floor. I have been ready for 5 weeks to 
do it. Senator HARKIN and I have not 
even had a discussion today about 40 
amendments. I am not sure where that 
came from. There has been absolutely 
no conversation between Senator HAR-
KIN and myself about that. 

I am prepared to move forward. If the 
majority leader will call up the farm 
bill, let’s start the amendment process, 
debate, and votes. I am here to do it. 

Thank you. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I appreciate 

the Senator from Georgia talking 
about his experience here. But I have a 
little bit of experience, too. I have been 
here a quarter century. I know how 
farm bills work. Anybody can look at 
the record. Farm bills have been han-
dled the way I have talked about them 
being handled. 

If the Senator from Georgia so likes 
this bill that he voted for, what would 
be wrong with voting cloture with us 
and allowing people who have germane 
amendments to the farm bill to offer 
them? What in the world is wrong with 
that? I say, respectfully, that the Sen-
ator is speaking out of both sides of his 
mouth when he is saying he supports 
this bill, when he is not willing to vote 
for cloture and accept germane amend-
ments. He wants some other process so 
they can deal with driver’s licenses for 
illegal immigrants and other issues 
that have nothing to do with the farm 

bill. They are trying to send a message. 
I have said we will accept x number of 
amendments, and I spoke to Senator 
HARKIN and he said they worked on 
this today. I thought he had spoken to 
the Senator from Georgia. Maybe it 
was staff driven, but he said they 
agreed to 40 amendments. I said sign 
the deal up. Or let’s agree to 50 amend-
ments. But we cannot get any agree-
ment. We are in a rope-a-dope, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader is recognized. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, this 
sounds somewhat similar to the discus-
sion the majority leader and I had ear-
lier today, so I will not belabor this. 
Sometimes it is harder to get a consent 
agreement limiting Members’ opportu-
nities to offer amendments than it is to 
call up a bill and process amendments, 
which is the way we have done farm 
bills in the past. 

Six years ago, a Democratic majority 
filed cloture a couple times and cloture 
was not invoked. The bill was put 
aside, and we came back later and fin-
ished it in a week, with no consent 
agreements, no limitations, nothing. 
We disposed of the amendments. That 
is the way to pass this bill. 

With regard to the AMT, this is a bill 
upon which there is a possibility of a 
consent agreement limiting amend-
ments. In fact, I offered one yesterday 
that would limit the AMT consider-
ation to four amendments. So we can 
get, on the AMT, a consent agreement 
that would make that possible to be 
dealt with in short order. 

I repeat my request of the majority 
leader to take a look at that and see if 
we cannot enter into a consent agree-
ment to wrap up the AMT. 

Regarding floor time, we have spent 
the whole day doing nothing. Today, 
we could have been on the farm bill 
processing amendments and moving us 
down that path. Senator CHAMBLISS in-
dicated, before I came to the floor, that 
the list on our side could be signifi-
cantly narrowed. Why don’t we, at 
some point, look at that, and we will 
have fewer and fewer amendments to 
deal with. I don’t know what we intend 
to do on the floor next week, but if 
most of the work of the Senate right 
now is going on in negotiations off the 
floor, why not be doing the farm bill on 
the floor and processing amendments 
and moving forward like the Senate 
normally does? 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois is recognized. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, it is in-

teresting that when you offer to the 
Republicans the opportunity to have a 
farm bill and debate the issues on the 
bill, they reject it. They want to de-
bate a lot of other things. They want to 
bring up a lot of other issues. I recall 
the list of amendments, including one 
from the Senator from Alaska regard-
ing the Exxon Valdez litigation. That is 
an important issue, but is it a farm bill 
issue? Would the Senator from Georgia 

argue with me that that has no place 
on the farm bill? Why would that be on 
the list? I am sure it is a valid idea. 

When it comes to AMT, 19 million 
Americans are going to get hit with 
this tax if we don’t do something. The 
Senator from Kentucky says we should 
engage in a debate on the Senate floor 
on the flat tax. What? Yes, the flat tax. 
That is one of their amendments. They 
want to toss out the entire Internal 
Revenue Code and replace it with a flat 
tax. We have to argue that before we 
take up the AMT. That is what we are 
hearing from the Republicans. 

Does that sound like it is responsible, 
like it addresses the issues we were 
sent to deal with? Every time we get to 
a substantive issue, Senator REID 
comes to the floor and says let’s nar-
row the amendments, have the debate, 
and decide it up or down. We will give 
you your chance to offer amendments 
related to the bill, and we will see how 
it ends. How much fairer can that be? 
They reject it. 

Time and again, they reject it be-
cause they don’t want us to achieve 
anything in this session. Fifty-six 
times this year they have created a fil-
ibuster situation. Now, people who 
don’t follow the Senate may not know 
what that means, but if you saw ‘‘Mr. 
Smith Goes to Washington’’ and 
watched Jimmy Stewart crumple at his 
desk when he had run out of steam and 
could not talk anymore, that is what a 
filibuster is all about. That is what the 
Republicans are all about—talk, talk, 
talk—or in the modern era, recess, 
quorum call, recess, quorum call. 

Some Senator said to me it reminds 
him of when Abraham Lincoln con-
tacted a general during the Civil War 
and said: If you are not going to use 
the Army, can you let me use it to exe-
cute the war? 

If we are not going to use the Senate 
floor to do the business of the Amer-
ican people, can we set up a flea mar-
ket or something, so that something 
positive is happening? 

The Republicans are determined to 
stop anything substantive from hap-
pening. We want to take up the AMT 
tax and protect 19 million taxpayers. 
They are going to stop us. When they 
stop us, they are going to blame us. We 
saw that earlier in the day. The Repub-
lican leadership stopped a bill, and a 
Senator said we are just not taking up 
appropriations bills. They cannot have 
it both ways. 

I listened to Senator REID, and I de-
tected a note of frustration. How many 
weeks have we wasted trying to get 
through a farm bill that passed over-
whelmingly on a bipartisan basis? They 
want to consider an amendment on the 
Exxon Valdez spill on the farm bill. I 
am sorry, but there are important 
things in that bill that need to pass, 
and they should not be held hostage to 
the whim of every Senator on the Re-
publican side who has an idea. I am 
sure we could have a spirited debate 
about the future of the flat tax. But it 
is getting close to Christmas, and we 
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are supposed to get this done before we 
leave. We will never get it done if every 
Senator on the Republican side who 
dreams up another debate topic is 
given another half day or 2 days to pur-
sue it. 

At some point, leadership involves 
responsibility. At this point, I think 
the Republicans are being irresponsible 
because they refuse to let us do the 
people’s business. They want to protect 
the status quo. They don’t want this to 
change. They want to make this a do- 
nothing Congress just like the last 
Congress, when they were in charge. 
We are trying our best to avoid that. 
The honest answer may be that we 
need more votes on this side of the 
aisle so we can stop this, so we can 
move ahead and make some real 
changes in farm policy and tax policy. 
We would not reach that point if the 
Republican strategy continues—filibus-
ters and blocking, coming up with ex-
cuses, and spending months on a bill 
that should have taken days. 

That is their plan, their policy. That 
is what they believe in. That is the 
best they can offer the American peo-
ple. That is why the Republican Party 
leadership in the Congress has been 
summarily rejected by the American 
people. They are sick of it. They want 
bipartisan cooperation, progress, and 
they want change. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
now proceed to morning business, with 
Senators permitted to speak therein, 
with Senator AKAKA speaking for up to 
5 minutes, Senator MENENDEZ for up to 
15 minutes, Senator MURRAY for up to 
5 minutes, and Senator WYDEN for up 
to 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Hawaii is recog-
nized. 

f 

COMMENDING THE UNIVERSITY OF 
HAWAII WARRIOR FOOTBALL 
TEAM 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I rise 
today to commend the University of 
Hawaii Warrior football team, which 
completed the first undefeated season 
in the team’s history, securing a first- 
ever appearance in the Sugar Bowl on 
New Year’s Day. 

Facing powerful schools from across 
the country, this dedicated, hard work-
ing, selfless team found the courage, 
strength and discipline to emerge vic-
torious from every challenge. A spirit 
of support and teamwork, as well as 
confidence under pressure, made this 
historic undefeated season possible. 

In addition to their victories on the 
field, the Warrior football players have 
also introduced viewers to the diverse 
cultures they represent. They have be-
come positive role models for young 
people not only in Hawaii, but in 
Samoa, Australia, around the South 

Pacific and in communities across the 
United States. 

They have made many people proud. 
They honor the people and land of 

Hawaii before every game. They have 
shared our unique culture with the 
world. 

The Warriors have brought the peo-
ple of Hawaii together, united in sup-
porting this incredible team that con-
tinues to defy the odds. I join the peo-
ple of Hawaii in congratulating the 
University of Hawaii Warrior football 
team and rooting for victory in the 
Sugar Bowl New Year’s Day in New Or-
leans. 

As we say in Hawaii, ‘‘Hana Hou,’’ do 
it again! Go Warriors! 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon. 

f 

COUNTY PAYMENTS 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleagues, especially Senator 
MURRAY and Senator MENENDEZ, for 
their courtesy. I will be brief. 

Today the House and Senate an-
nounced a historic package to address 
the energy crisis facing our Nation. 
But in addition, as part of that impor-
tant legislation, the agreement con-
tains more than $1.8 billion in des-
perately needed funding for our Na-
tion’s rural schools, counties, and com-
munities. 

Without the safety net funding pro-
vided as part of the energy legislation, 
rural communities across this country 
could literally be wiped off the map. 
Without this critical funding, rural 
counties across America will once 
again be staring down into a precipice 
and a future filled with closed schools, 
terminated services, and deteriorating 
roads. Within months, pink slips could 
again be sent to teachers and to county 
workers. 

Fortunately, some help for those 
rural communities is now on the way. 
The energy package contains an exten-
sion of the Secure Rural Schools Pro-
gram that I authored in 2000. This pro-
posal closely mirrors the legislative 
proposal that was crafted with Sen-
ators BAUCUS, BINGAMAN, REID, and 
myself, a proposal that passed over-
whelmingly in this body by a 74-to-23 
vote as an amendment that I offered to 
the war emergency supplemental 
spending bill last spring. 

Specifically, the new energy package 
provides 4 more years of funding for 
the Secure Rural Schools Program, 
commonly known as the County Pay-
ments Program. A year of full funding 
for the payment in lieu of taxes pro-
gram has also been included. By pro-
viding funds through 2011, this deal 
gets our rural counties off the fiscal 
roller coaster and back to stable fund-
ing so they can get at the real work of 
planning for the future. Today’s an-
nouncement would mean $1.8 billion in 
critical funding for school and road 
programs across America. 

In our home State of Oregon, particu-
larly when folks are suffering because 

of the bad weather, it would mean hun-
dreds of millions of dollars for schools 
and public safety, roads, and other es-
sential county services. This program 
has been a successful one. It has been 
built around collaboration among 
counties, environmentalists, timber in-
terests, and others, and the funds are 
absolutely critical to our rural commu-
nities. 

The legislation that has been agreed 
to today, the Energy bill, is very im-
portant to our country’s future. But 
equally important is the legislation 
known as the County Payments Pro-
gram for rural communities. 

I am grateful to my colleague, Sen-
ator MURRAY, and Senator MENENDEZ, 
who have been waiting patiently for 
the chance to make this announce-
ment, and it is my hope that with the 
unflagging support of rural folks from 
across the country that this much- 
needed energy legislation will move 
forward and the country can look to a 
brighter future for rural communities. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington. 
f 

WASHINGTON STATE FLOODS 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague from New Jersey 
for allowing me to speak before he 
does. I wish to speak today because, as 
we all know, in the last several days, 
the Pacific Northwest has been hit by 
devastating storms. We have seen wind 
and dangerous floods and mud slides 
that have cut off our roads, our homes, 
cut off power to literally thousands in 
my State. 

Today, the pouring rain thankfully 
has subsided a bit, but thousands of 
people are coping with the damage in 
my State, in my region. We will not 
know the full impact of this storm for 
some time, but our Governor has al-
ready estimated that the cost is going 
to be in the billions of dollars. 

My heart goes out to everyone in my 
home State of Washington and in Or-
egon who are coping with the after-
math of this tremendous storm. Those 
people are in my thoughts constantly. 
I am working with all of our State, 
local, and Federal entities to be sure 
everyone gets all the service and sup-
port they need at this critical time. 

I especially thank and mention our 
Governor, Governor Gregoire of Wash-
ington State. She has been very strong 
in her leadership throughout this dis-
aster and has been working tirelessly 
to coordinate the rescue efforts. 

I especially today send a very heart-
felt thanks to all of our rescue work-
ers. They have been working out in 
these torrential rains, night and day, 
rescuing people from flooded homes 
and vehicles. They have been flying in 
supplies to people who are stranded. 
They have been working very hard to 
clear roads and railways that are still 
tonight swamped. 

So far, the Navy, the Coast Guard, 
the National Guard, and all of our 
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agencies have rescued about 300 people 
by helicopter alone. This is our State’s 
largest aerial search-and-rescue oper-
ation in over a decade. 

Let me paint a picture for all my col-
leagues of the damage that has oc-
curred so far. 

Parts of southwest Washington now 
look like a sea of brown water. Homes 
are flooded up to their roofs. Entire 
communities have been isolated by 
swamped roads. Out on our coast, 
winds of up to 100 miles an hour have 
knocked out power to literally thou-
sands of homes. People feel very iso-
lated today. They don’t have power, 
they don’t have telephones, and, in 
some areas, it is very tough to even as-
sess how bad the damage is yet because 
we cannot even get to these people who 
do not have power or telephones. 

I know a lot of relatives in the region 
and across the country are desperately 
trying this evening to reach their loved 
ones who have been affected, and our 
office, along with Governor Gregoire, 
Senator CANTWELL, and others, is doing 
everything we can to help. 

Finally, I wish to mention one of the 
hardest hit areas, and that is Inter-
state 5. This is the major artery that 
links Portland, OR, and Seattle, WA. 
That highway has been closed since 
Monday, and some are saying it is 
going to be several more days before we 
even get it open. This has forced cars 
and trucks that are traveling from Se-
attle to Portland or Portland to Se-
attle to detour through the Tri-Cities. 
For those who don’t know my State, 
that means they have to go over a 
mountain pass that is snow packed 
right now, take 4 extra hours, if the 
roads are good and the snow and ice 
has not stopped them on the pass used 
to get to Portland. So this is a major 
nightmare in our area. 

It is very hard to explain the impact 
of all this damage, but estimates of 
cost to businesses from delays on that 
highway alone have been placed at $4 
million a day to our businesses that 
rely on this major artery to get their 
goods quickly and safely back and 
forth. 

As I said in a speech earlier today on 
the floor, the impact of these storms 
reinforces how important our transpor-
tation infrastructure is to absolutely 
everyone. We are all one rainstorm, 
one bridge disaster away from huge im-
pacts to our economy and to families’ 
lives. 

Again, I wished to come to the floor 
this evening to send my heartfelt 
thanks to everyone who is working so 
hard in my State of Washington and to 
all those people who have been affected 
so devastatingly by these storms. They 
are all in my thoughts every minute. 
My heart goes out to them, and I know 
everyone stands ready to be by their 
side. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey. 

COST OF THE IRAQ WAR 
Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, for 

more than 4 years now, President Bush 
has been declaring victory or progress 
in Iraq. The thousands of soldiers who 
have lost their legs, gone blind or suf-
fered horrible nightmares might be 
finding it hard to celebrate. The fami-
lies of those men and women might not 
be cheering very loud about the Presi-
dent’s view of success. Thousands more 
whose children, whose mothers and fa-
thers are lost forever might be finding 
it hard to share in the latest cries of 
victory. 

Yes, the number killed last month 
dropped to 37, and we certainly rejoice 
in the fact that fewer soldiers are 
dying. That is still another 37 families 
who have no reason to rejoice. More 
American troops have died this year 
than any other year. 

No matter how much military 
progress has been made in Iraq, that 
kind of security can only go so far. No 
amount of troops will force Iraqi politi-
cians to agree on a fair distribution of 
oil revenues. No Abrams tank can build 
trust between Shiites and Sunnis. 

The whole point of this surge was to 
create the conditions necessary for 
Iraqis to make political progress. But 2 
weeks ago, the Washington Post ran a 
headline that said: ‘‘Iraqis Wasting an 
Opportunity, U.S. Officers Say.’’ 

Iraqi security forces are still unable 
to operate on their own. Any cease-fire 
between factions could evaporate in 
minutes. We started drawing down 
troops to pre-surge levels, but we have 
to wonder whether we are going to be 
told again we have to re-surge, do it all 
over again because the Iraqi Govern-
ment and security forces are largely 
still at square one. 

Our generals in Iraq have been the 
first to admit that a solution to the 
country’s conflict has to be more than 
a military solution; it has to be a polit-
ical solution. A political solution is up 
to Iraqi leaders. Right now there has 
been practically zero progress on the 
core critical issues necessary to bring a 
lasting peace. 

The administration set 18 bench-
marks for the Iraqi Government to 
meet. They have barely met three. So 
is it time to turn up the pressure or let 
them keep squabbling while Americans 
pay and Americans die? 

There is more corruption in Iraq than 
almost anywhere else on the face of the 
Earth. We simply don’t know where 
our money is going. It is a pit of quick-
sand when it comes to money. Some es-
timates say that as much as a third of 
the money we spend on Iraqi contracts 
and grants winds up unaccounted for or 
stolen—a third of billions of dollars, 
with a lot of it going straight to Shiite 
or Sunni militias. Let me repeat that: 
$1 out of every $3 we pay gets either 
lost or stolen—lost or stolen. Even 
after billions and billions and billions 
of dollars in funding, Iraqi society is 
still dysfunctional. 

American money went toward im-
proving, for example, municipal water 

systems in Iraq. The Iraqis now break 
open the pipes and steal the water. 
American money went toward books 
for schools. Iraqis steal them from the 
Ministry of Education and sell them on 
the street at three times the price. 
Government officials have sold the fur-
niture right out of their offices. That is 
what the American taxpayers are fund-
ing. 

So is it time to change our strategy, 
or do we ignore the corruption while 
Americans pay and Americans die? 
Here is the message we send to Iraqi 
politicians by sending them a blank 
check with no expiration date: Con-
tinue your squabbles. We will continue 
to see the loss of American life and 
continue to empty our treasury for you 
for as long as you like. That message 
is: You can sit back while Americans 
pay and Americans die. I think it is 
time for a different message, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

After seeing a surge in the military 
that has lasted for months do nothing 
about a splurge of corruption that has 
lasted for years, the conclusion we 
have to draw from that is clear: The 
only way Iraqis will take charge of 
their own country and make the tough 
compromises necessary to form a func-
tional society is when they believe we 
won’t be there forever. That is the only 
way. It is long past time for the Iraqi 
Government to take charge, and the 
only way they are going to step up is if 
we begin to transition out. A reduction 
in fighting is not an excuse for a reduc-
tion in planning for our involvement to 
end. 

The fact is, the violence has not 
stopped and the costs of this war have 
only gone up. The war is costing us $10 
billion or so per month. The debt our 
Government is taking on, and that tax-
payers are going to be responsible for, 
is exploding at the rate of $1 million a 
minute. I heard our colleagues earlier 
today, when I was Presiding Officer, 
talk about fiscal responsibility and 
what we bequeath to the next genera-
tion. Well, we are bequeathing them $1 
million a minute of debt, because none 
of the money the President asked for is 
paid for—none of it. Yet when we try to 
invest in America, we are told there is 
no money for it. But it is okay to con-
tinue to saddle the next generation of 
Americans with a huge debt, $1 million 
a minute. 

When the numbers are that high, 
every American taxpayer has to ask 
him or herself a basic question: How 
does the President plan to pay for the 
war? 

Well, last week, we got a small part 
of that answer. He wants to cut funding 
for counterterrorism at home. Accord-
ing to a leaked administration docu-
ment, President Bush wants to cut 
counterterrorism funding for cities by 
more than half. When I saw that arti-
cle, I had to do a double-take. When I 
read that, I thought the report had to 
be wrong. It had to be wrong. Coming 
from the State of New Jersey, which 
lost 700 people—700 of my fellow citi-
zens on that fateful day, and coming 
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from a nation that lost 3,000 fellow 
Americans—to hear that we are going 
to continue to pump money into this 
war, a blank check, unpaid for, but 
that we will not take care of our secu-
rity here at home, that had to be 
wrong. 

His reported budget would slash fund-
ing for police, firefighters, and rescue 
workers. It could mean fewer security 
guards at ports, less reliable detection 
of explosives, and less training for se-
curity personnel. Basically, it would 
undermine the entire effort to prevent 
terrorism that our Nation realized that 
September day, one of the most urgent 
challenges we have ever faced. Cutting 
counterterrorism funding is simply 
outrageous. 

Now I certainly hope the Congress is 
not going to stand for it, and the peo-
ple who live in those cities definitely 
will not stand for it. But is it necessary 
to remind the President how important 
it is to protect our homes and families 
from terrorist attacks? Do we have to 
say that we must do everything within 
the bounds of possibility and the law to 
prevent a terrorist attack from hap-
pening again? And this suggestion that 
we are ultimately spending our efforts 
and lives and national treasure there 
so we don’t have to spend it here is a 
falsehood. That is a falsehood. 

Is anyone here in America going to 
feel safer at the end of the day when 
counterterrorism funding is cut for 
their hometown security, which as we 
found out on that fateful day on Sep-
tember 11 is how we responded—with 
local police, local firefighters, local 
emergency management? It was not 
the Federal Government but the local 
public safety entities. Is that a risk 
President Bush wants to take, to cut 
what amounts to .06 percent of the 
Federal budget, especially when the 
war in Iraq has eaten up $455 billion 
and counting; when the amount he 
wants to take away from police and 
firefighters, the people who respond, 
should, God forbid we have an attack, 
is an amount we spend in Iraq every 5 
days? The money we are talking about 
for protecting us here at home in 
America is what we spend every 5 days 
in Iraq. What are our values? What are 
our priorities, Mr. President? 

The President has requested $1 bil-
lion for the Iraqi police, but he wants 
to cut funding for the community-ori-
ented policing program that fights 
crime in America’s communities. So he 
will spend anything on the streets of 
Baghdad, but he suddenly thinks we 
should be stingy when it comes to secu-
rity on the streets of our hometowns. 
The President wants a blank check for 
Iraq, but nothing for America. 

That ties into what you have been 
seeing on the floor over the last several 
days. The reason we can’t get appro-
priations bills out is because Repub-
licans object to the type of domestic 
priorities the American people elected 
a new majority to achieve. He wants a 
blank check for Iraq, but nothing for 
America. From children’s health to 

cancer research to crucial water re-
sources, the President has vetoed what 
is most essential: our health, our safe-
ty, and in essence, our liberty. He has 
repeatedly said it is all too expensive. 
Meanwhile, he is requesting $200 billion 
more to fight a war in Iraq that has 
achieved nothing for any of us; that 
has ultimately seen the deaths of thou-
sands of Americans and has left us 
more disliked around the world as a na-
tion than at any other point in recent 
history. He wants a blank check for 
Iraq, but nothing for America. If he 
submits a budget that cuts funding for 
counterterrorism, I think he will truly 
be laying a final brick in the Depart-
ment of Homeland Hypocrisy. 

In high school many of us read 
George Orwell’s book ‘‘1984,’’ which was 
about a nightmare world where words 
mean the exact opposite of what they 
should mean. America is starting to 
understand what the word ‘‘security’’ 
means to the President. He apparently 
thinks funding firefighters, police offi-
cers, and emergency responders is ex-
cessive, but he wants to spy on Ameri-
cans without warrants, he wants to tap 
people’s phones without any oversight, 
he condones procedures even the U.S. 
Army itself considers torture, he wants 
to throw people in jail without trials, 
and he basically ignores the most basic 
tenets of the justice system of the 
United States since the Constitution 
came into effect in 1789. 

President Bush wants to cut funding 
to stop terrorism in order to fund a war 
that has created terrorists. We didn’t 
have al-Qaida in Iraq before we invaded 
Iraq. We have al-Qaida in Iraq after we 
invaded Iraq. 

America isn’t just ready to turn the 
page on this administration; we are 
ready for a whole new book. I hope, as 
we move forward, we can get some of 
these domestic priorities that the Na-
tion wants to see. I cannot believe we 
would spend $200 billion for Iraq but 
not a fraction of that to be able to en-
sure that millions of American chil-
dren can have health care. I cannot be-
lieve we would spend $200 billion more 
for Iraq but not enough to handle po-
lice, firefighters, and emergency man-
agement in our communities across the 
landscape of this country. I cannot 
imagine approving $200 billion for Iraq 
but not being able to deal with the al-
ternative minimum tax relief, a meas-
ure Senator REID has tried to bring to 
the floor. 

On issue after issue, the obstruc-
tionism, the roadblocks, the coordina-
tion between the White House and our 
colleagues here in the Senate to im-
pede the progress the American people 
want to see is incredible, as it is equal-
ly incredible to continue this course by 
asking for a blank check for Iraq, but 
nothing for America. 

f 

PERU FREE TRADE AGREEMENT 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I am a 
longtime supporter of policies designed 
to open foreign markets to our Na-

tion’s exports through trade agree-
ments. I have fought to break down 
barriers that many other countries 
have erected to block our exports and 
to create unfair advantages. The fact is 
that mutually beneficial trade agree-
ments serve to improve farm income 
and create jobs here at home, and 
American consumers receive benefits 
as well, including lower prices and a 
greater variety of goods. 

I supported the fast track procedure 
in the 1988 Trade Act. I voted for the 
North American Free Trade Agreement 
and the Uruguay Round GATT Agree-
ment. However, trade agreements are 
not only about commercial trans-
actions. Trade agreements also have 
major environmental impacts, and 
they have major implications for the 
legal rights and working conditions of 
laborers. All of these factors must be 
carefully considered in determining 
whether to support a given trade agree-
ment. 

Certainly, there are modest positives 
in this Peru Free Trade Agreement. 
The American Farm Bureau Federation 
has estimated that the agreement 
would generate a net increase in U.S. 
agricultural exports of more than $700 
million annually once the agreement is 
fully implemented in 2025. I note, how-
ever, that, in today’s dollars, that 
would represent only roughly one-half 
of 1 percent of current U.S. agricul-
tural exports. 

In addition, this agreement would 
level the playing field for the United 
States vis-à-vis other major agricul-
tural exporters in South America. Both 
Brazil and Argentina enjoy preferential 
access into Peru’s markets because of 
Peru’s associate membership in 
Mercosur, and this FTA would make it 
easier for our products to compete with 
exports from Brazil and Argentina. 
However, I have always considered 
these country-by-country trade deals 
to be far less than ideal. It would be far 
better to negotiate a successful global 
trade agreement under the auspices of 
the World Trade Organization. 

Despite these modest benefits, I be-
lieve that, on balance, the Peru Free 
Trade Agreement falls short. I am par-
ticularly concerned about the agree-
ment’s deficiencies with regard to 
fighting child labor. 

As many of our colleagues know, I 
have been working to reduce abusive 
and exploitative child labor around the 
world for a decade and a half. I first in-
troduced a bill on this issue in 1992. 
Over the years, I have worked hard to 
improve the labor provisions in various 
trade measures, concentrating particu-
larly on abusive and exploitative child 
labor. I believe strongly that trade 
agreements should support and rein-
force existing international child-labor 
standards, not undercut them. On this 
criterion, the Peru FTA falls short. 

According to the best estimates by 
the International Labor Organization, 
ILO, there are at least 218 million child 
laborers between the ages of 5 and 17 in 
today’s global economy. Of these 218 
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million child laborers, more than 100 
million have never seen the inside of a 
classroom. An estimated 126 million 
children are working under the most 
hazardous circumstances in mines, in 
fishing operations and on plantations. 
These children are being robbed of 
their childhoods. Many are being de-
nied an education. They are deprived of 
any hope for a brighter future. In the 
years ahead, they will grow up illit-
erate and exploited, and this will cre-
ate a wellspring of future social con-
flict and strife, and even terrorism. 

We have made progress in recent 
years by increasing funds for programs 
to rehabilitate child laborers through 
our contribution to the ILO’s Inter-
national Program for the Elimination 
of Child Labor. In 2000, I successfully 
amended the Trade and Development 
Act with a provision directing that no 
trade benefits under the Generalized 
System of Preferences, GSP, will be 
granted to any country that does not 
live up to its commitments to elimi-
nate the worst forms of child labor. I 
required that the President submit a 
yearly report to Congress on the steps 
being taken by each GSP beneficiary 
country to carry out its commitments 
to end abusive and exploitative child 
labor. 

I want to explain clearly to my col-
leagues what I mean when I refer to 
abusive and exploitative child labor. I 
am not talking about children who 
work part time after school or on 
weekends. There is nothing necessarily 
wrong with that. What I am referring 
to is the definition set out by ILO Con-
vention 182 on the Worst Forms of 
Child Labor. This is not just a Western 
or a developed-world standard; it is a 
global standard that has been ratified 
by 163 countries. It was ratified by 
Peru in 1999. The United States was the 
third country in the world to ratify 
this convention. 

It is true that we have made some 
modest progress in including labor pro-
tections in this Peru Free Trade Agree-
ment. But we all know that labor pro-
tections in trade agreements mean 
nothing in the absence of political will 
to enforce them. I am also concerned 
that, on the very same day that the 
deal to include new labor provisions in 
the Peru FTA was announced, the 
president of the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce said, ‘‘We are encouraged by as-
surances that the labor provisions can-
not be read to require compliance with 
ILO Conventions.’’ Clearly, this state-
ment sends a powerful message that 
the labor provisions in the Peru FTA 
should be ignored. 

Under the Peru deal, the only party 
that can seek enforcement of labor vio-
lations in Peru is the U.S. administra-
tion. There is no mechanism for an 
outside party, such as a nongovern-
mental organization, to bring a com-
plaint, as exists under the GSP. This 
would actually take us, and the world, 
a step backward when it comes to pro-
tecting children. That is right. This 
free-trade agreement with Peru, which 

replaces GSP provisions in governing 
trade between our two countries, will 
take us backward with respect to com-
bating abusive and exploitative child 
labor. 

Under the current U.S. GSP provi-
sions, the President now must report 
to Congress annually regarding Peru’s 
child labor practices. Under GSP, if 
Peru is not meeting the obligations 
that it undertook as a signatory to the 
ILO Convention 182, if it is not acting 
to eliminate the worst forms of child 
labor, then trade sanctions are imposed 
immediately to require enforcement in 
Peru of internationally recognized 
standards. This protects children. It 
also ensures that our workers will not 
be subjected to unfair competition 
from abusive and exploitative labor 
abroad. Unfortunately, under the Peru 
Free Trade Agreement, trade sanctions 
are not automatic. 

I remind our colleagues that we 
voted 96 to 0 to include those protec-
tions, which I offered to GSP. It was a 
Harkin-Helms amendment, and it re-
ceived unanimous, bipartisan support. 
None of us wanted to have those child 
labor protections undercut by our 
trade negotiators in an agreement with 
Peru or any other country but that is 
exactly what has happened. Now, be-
cause of fast-track rules which don’t 
allow us to amend this legislation, we 
won’t even be able to vote to restore 
the GSP protections in this agreement. 
If we vote for this trade agreement, we 
are voting to remove the protections 
that all of us who were here in 2000 
voted to put in place. 

On the matter of child labor, this 
Peru Free Trade Agreement takes us in 
the wrong direction. Abusive and ex-
ploitative child labor is wrong as a 
matter of principle. And it is also 
wrong as a practical matter. Our work-
ers and our small businesses should not 
have to compete with abused and ex-
ploited child laborers abroad. 

I am sorry to say that this is not an 
academic or rhetorical issue in the 
case of labor practices in Peru. Peru is 
far from the worst Government, even 
in our hemisphere, when it comes to 
meeting its international obligations 
to protect children from abusive and 
exploitative labor. I don’t mean to sin-
gle out Peru. But there is broad agree-
ment among international observers— 
including our own Department of 
Labor, the Department of State, 
UNICEF and the International Labor 
Organization—that the problem of abu-
sive child labor persists in that coun-
try. As many as 1.9 million Peruvian 
children between the ages of 6 and 17 
are working rather than attending 
schools as they should. There are an es-
timated 150,000 child laborers in the 
capital city of Lima alone. The Govern-
ment of Peru may be seeking to reduce 
the problem, as it should, but we 
should not be weakening our sole exist-
ing trade mechanism that allows us to 
monitor its progress. That is not the 
way forward for free and fair trade. 
And it is certainly not the way to lift 

up the Peruvian economy. Abusive 
child labor perpetuates the cycle of 
poverty across generations. No country 
has achieved broad-based economic 
prosperity on the backs of working and 
exploited children. 

Mr. President, I appreciate that im-
provements were made to this agree-
ment thanks to my Democratic col-
leagues in the House. But this remains 
a flawed agreement, one that we are 
not allowed to correct through amend-
ments. I was eager to support an agree-
ment promoting freer trade with Peru, 
but I cannot support a flawed agree-
ment that takes a step backward from 
current law. 

f 

PASSAGE OF S. 1327 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 

rise today to welcome the passage of S. 
1327, which will reestablish temporary 
judgeships where needed in the district 
courts and extend other temporary 
judgeships that are about to expire. 

The bill will reestablish a 10-year 
temporary judgeship in the Eastern 
District of California, where it is sorely 
needed. It will also reestablish a tem-
porary judgeship in Nebraska and ex-
tend the terms of existing temporary 
judgeships in Hawaii, Kansas, and 
Ohio. 

The Eastern District of California 
had a temporary judgeship from 1992 to 
2004. At the end of that period, the 
caseload in the district was the second- 
highest in the Nation: 787 filings per 
judge. That was almost 50 percent more 
than the national average. 

Still, the temporary judgeship ex-
pired in the fall of 2004 as required by 
law. Since then the situation in the 
Eastern District has grown even more 
dire. Average caseloads across the Na-
tion have declined, but in the Eastern 
District they have increased by 18 per-
cent. 

The most recent statistics show that 
the Eastern District of California has 
the highest caseload in the country: 927 
filings per judge. That is twice as many 
cases as the national average. 

It is no exaggeration to say that the 
judges of the Eastern District are in 
desperate need of relief. They have con-
tinued to serve with distinction in the 
face of the crushing caseloads. Two of 
the court’s senior judges still carry full 
caseloads after taking senior status. 
Two other senior judges are also con-
tinuing to hear cases. 

In recent months, the caseload has 
become even more crushing with the 
departure of chief judge David Levi. He 
stepped down from the bench after 17 
years of service to become the dean of 
the Duke University School of Law. 

It is clear that the Eastern District 
of California needs our help to ensure 
that cases continue to be handled with 
the care, attention, and promptness 
that are essential to the fair adminis-
tration of justice. Reestablishing the 
expired temporary judgeship is one way 
to help. 

This bill is also a crucial first step 
toward getting California all of the 
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judges it needs. According to the 2007 
recommendations of the Judicial Con-
ference of the United States, California 
needs a total of 12 new judges—more 
judges than are needed in any other 
State in the Nation. Four of those 
judges are needed in the Eastern Dis-
trict. By adding a temporary judgeship 
in the Eastern District, this bill will 
begin to meet that need. 

I am pleased to be a cosponsor of this 
bill and pleased that the Senate has 
passed it. 

f 

INTERNATIONAL VOLUNTEER DAY 
Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, today 

I am pleased to recognize the United 
Nations International Volunteer Day 
for Economic and Social Development, 
IVD. I strongly support international 
volunteering because of the mutual 
personal and cultural benefits it yields 
to both those who volunteer and those 
who benefit from volunteer efforts. 
Volunteering is one of the more mean-
ingful ways for us to address very sig-
nificant needs and develop a common 
understanding throughout our inter-
connected world. 

Volunteering overseas regularly 
changes perspectives for the better. My 
constituents often share their stories 
about these international experiences, 
and I am always pleased to hear them 
talk about how it broadened their un-
derstanding and deepened their com-
passion for other cultures. Today, some 
of the greatest threats to our national 
security are based on, or feed upon, a 
false impression of who the American 
people are and what we care about. To 
reverse these erroneous impressions we 
need to share and make clear the quali-
ties of empathy and kindness that are 
central to our heritage. American vol-
unteerism abroad is not only a simple 
act of benevolence—an effort to im-
prove the lives of others—but it is also 
one of our best resources to create 
greater, more meaningful interaction 
and common points of reference and to 
build strong relationships throughout 
the world. 

Claudia from Milwaukee wrote me 
recently about her first international 
volunteer experience. She said, ‘‘I have 
always had a desire to travel and ex-
plore. . . . Most recently, I had the op-
portunity to volunteer internationally 
with Cross-Cultural Solutions in Lima, 
Peru . . . which brought out every 
emotion we have. While in Lima, I 
worked with the elderly of Villa El Sal-
vador, many of whom are abused, ne-
glected and in poor health. Villa El 
Salvador, which is outside of Lima, is a 
shantytown built on the sand dunes in 
1970. The warmth and love felt from the 
people was unbelievable. I also had the 
opportunity to participate in home vis-
its. Seeing how people live with very 
little, most with only one or two 
rooms, many with dirt floors and some 
having no indoor plumbing, makes me 
realize that it’s not the possessions we 
have in life but life itself. . . . We are 
one world, one planet. We do need to 
share it as one.’’ 

I believe every American should have 
the opportunity to volunteer overseas 
and experience firsthand, like Claudia, 
how crucial this kind of assistance is 
to building meaningful personal under-
standing and international relation-
ships as well as contributing to the de-
velopment of nations. For this reason, 
I introduced the Global Service Fellow-
ship Act, S. 1464, which creates an 
international volunteer program de-
signed to provide more opportunities 
for people-to-people engagement. The 
bill reduces two key barriers that 
Americans face when volunteering 
overseas—cost and time limitations. 
First, the Global Service Fellowship 
Act reduces financial barriers by 
awarding fellowships that can be ap-
plied towards airfare, housing, or pro-
gram costs, to name a few examples. 
By providing financial assistance, the 
Global Service Fellowship Program 
opens the door for every American to 
be a program participant—not just 
those with the resources to pay for it. 

Second, this bill offers flexibility in 
the length of time for which an indi-
vidual can volunteer. I often hear from 
constituents who do not seek opportu-
nities to participate in Federal volun-
teer programs because they cannot 
leave their jobs or family for years at 
a time. The Global Service Fellowship 
Program provides a commonsense ap-
proach to the time constraints of many 
Americans who seek volunteer oppor-
tunities by offering a timeframe that 
works for them—from a month up to a 
year. 

My bill would broaden the spectrum 
of Federal volunteer opportunities al-
ready made available by our Govern-
ment. Given the increasingly negative 
perception of the United States over-
seas, we need more support for inter-
national volunteerism now more than 
ever. My constituents who engage in 
such opportunities are proof of how we 
can both inform ourselves of the needs 
and nature of our foreign neighbors and 
also directly change attitudes about 
the United States for the better. 

For these reasons, today marks a 
special day for me and, in particular, 
for my constituents who have shared 
with me their stories of hope and ful-
fillment from their international expe-
riences. It is my wish that all of us will 
have these types of experiences and 
that this day will remind us of—and 
encourage us to participate in—the 
very meaningful opportunities and ben-
efits offered by international volunteer 
initiatives. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

TRIBUTE TO ED SHINODA 

∑ Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I would 
like to commend Ed Shinoda for re-
ceiving the Organization of Chinese 
Americans’, OCA, Asia Pacific Amer-
ican Corporate Achievement Award. 
October 19, 2007, he was recognized in 
Las Vegas, NV, for his work at the 

United States Parcel Service, UPS, as 
a Pacific region manager. He has been 
at UPS since 1975, where he started as 
a part-time loader. 

The OCA was founded in 1973 to ad-
vance the social, political, and eco-
nomic well-being of Asian Pacific 
Americans. With 50 chapters across the 
Nation, including one in Hawaii, OCA 
helps citizens achieve their aspirations 
and improve their lives. The organiza-
tion also facilitates the development of 
leadership and involvement in the com-
munity. 

The Asia Pacific American Corporate 
Achievement Award was given to 
twelve individuals this year. This na-
tional program recognizes the achieve-
ments of Asian Pacific Americans in 
the corporate world, and their service 
to the community. Those honored were 
nominated by their employers, and 
then selected by a panel of judges. 

Ed is currently the UPS Hawaii Oper-
ations Manager and is responsible for 
all UPS operations in Hawaii. Through-
out his time at UPS, Ed has served in 
various leadership positions and is now 
one of the highest ranking Asian Pa-
cific Americans at UPS. Ed not only 
works hard at UPS, but also in the 
community. He has participated in pro-
grams such as Neighbor-to-Neighbor, 
Global Volunteer Week, and the United 
Way campaign. 

In addition to working hard and 
being involved in the community, Ed 
also supports fellow Asian Pacific 
American communities. He has served 
in organizations such as the Honolulu 
Japanese Chamber of Commerce, the 
Honolulu Chamber of Commerce, and 
the Hong Kong Business Association. 
He helped found ‘‘A Safe Place,’’ an or-
ganization which works with children 
whose parents have been incarcerated. 
Ed is a hard-working individual, and I 
wish him and his family a warm aloha 
and best wishes.∑ 

f 

HALEIWA SUPER MARKET 
CENTENNIAL 

∑ Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I would 
like to take this opportunity to con-
gratulate the Haleiwa Super Market of 
Haleiwa, HI, on celebrating its 100-year 
anniversary. The store was opened by 
Kasaku Sakai, a Japanese plantation 
contract worker, and has since been 
run by four generations of the Sakai 
family. 

Since opening in 1907, the store has 
expanded from a small grocery store to 
a full service supermarket. The busi-
ness has changed locations several 
times in order to accommodate the 
store’s increasing size. It has provided 
the residents of Haleiwa town with an 
invaluable resource throughout its 
many years. For example, during 
WWII, the store operated by credit, and 
its customers were not required to pay 
interest on their outstanding balances. 
Debts were often forgiven for families 
that were unable to pay. Now, both 
tourists and locals stroll the aisles of 
the Haleiwa Super Market for its fresh 
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produce, fish, wines, and its line of 
Haleiwa Super Market logo items. 

For 100 years, the Haleiwa store has 
remained a family run business. Every-
one in the family has contributed to 
the business since the time they were 
young. It is now operated by Robert 
and Roy Sakai. They credit the success 
of the company to their great employ-
ees. 

People continue to enjoy the Haleiwa 
Super Market for its friendly employ-
ees and family atmosphere. Many peo-
ple have helped to keep the market a 
flourishing business, and although we 
cannot name them all, we honor them 
through the celebration of the centen-
nial anniversary. Without the support 
and dedication of the owners, employ-
ees, and customers of the Haleiwa 
Super Market, the store could not have 
survived these 100 years.∑ 

f 

(At the request of Mr. REID, the fol-
lowing statement was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD.) 

REMEMBERING BROTHER J. 
STEPHEN SULLIVAN 

∑ Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, on 
January 9, 2007, Brother J. Stephen 
Sullivan, Manhattan College’s 17th 
president from 1975 to 1987, passed 
away at the age of 86 in Lincroft, NJ. A 
noted teacher, scholar, theologian, and 
administrator, Brother Sullivan served 
Manhattan College tirelessly for more 
than a quarter century. A champion for 
Catholic higher education, he was dedi-
cated to establishing new programs, 
which enhanced the landscape of the 
college. He is credited with fully imple-
menting the transformation of Man-
hattan College into a coeducational in-
stitution and ensuring the integration 
of women into the entire curriculum. 
The college had become coed just prior 
to Brother Sullivan’s move into the 
president’s office. Brother Sullivan 
touched and enriched the lives of so 
many, and I am pleased to ask to have 
the below moving tribute to the life 
and accomplishments of Brother Sul-
livan, written by Brother Luke Salm, 
F.S.C., a longtime professor and trust-
ee of Manhattan College, printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

The material follows. 
THE LATE BROTHER J. STEPHEN SULLIVAN, 

F.S.C., PRESIDENT, MANHATTAN COLLEGE, 
BRONX, NEW YORK 
‘‘What is so rare as a day in June?’’ says 

the poet. June 25, 1920 was a rare day, indeed, 
that saw the birth of Jeremiah Thomas Sul-
livan to the delight of his parents, Bridget 
Quirk and John Joseph Sullivan. The child 
grew in wisdom, age and grace in a typical 
Irish Catholic family in the Boston suburbs, 
a family that would give to the Church not 
only this Christian Brother but also a Jesuit 
priest and a Sister of Charity. In due time, 
young Jeremiah attended the distinguished 
Boston Latin School, but after two years, 
contact with the Brothers in nearby Wal-
tham was the instrument of Providence that 
led him to heed the divine call to become a 
disciple of St. John Baptist de La Salle. With 
joy and fervor he entered the junior class in 
the Barrytown, New York, juniorate in 1936. 
The novitiate inevitably followed, where, on 

September 7, 1938, he was invested with the 
religious habit and given the name Brother 
Casimir Stephen. 

In those days, the year of novitiate in 
Barrytown was followed by the scholasticate 
at De La Salle College in Washington in an 
extension program of The Catholic Univer-
sity. The scholasticate was supposed to con-
tinue the spiritual formation begun in the 
novitiate, while at the same time and often 
more successfully, providing a solid aca-
demic grounding for future assignments to 
classroom teaching. Brother Stephen was 
one of those chosen souls, lured by Brother 
Charles Henry, into the major in Latin and 
Greek that was usually reserved for the in-
tellectual elite. Brother Stephen did very 
well and graduated magna cum laude and 
Phi Beta Kappa. 

There was more to the scholasticate expe-
rience than prayer and study; manual labor 
and recreational activities provided human-
ity and balance. In the early 1940s, Brother 
Abdon Lewis presided over the student tailor 
shop where Brother Stephen was assigned to 
the ironing board. Monastic silence was rare-
ly observed and duels were fought, some-
times with words, sometimes with yard-
sticks. In a student production of Shake-
speare’s Julius Caesar, Brother Stephen 
played the cameo role of Cicero opposite 
Brother Leo Chorman’s Cassius. Although al-
ways willing to wax eloquent as occasion 
warranted, Brother Stephen never attained 
the oratorical eloquence for which the his-
torical Cicero has been known through the 
ages. Student athletics were also much in 
vogue in those days, with organized leagues 
on Thursday afternoons and in the summers, 
but Brother Stephen, like most of his fellow 
Latin majors, such as Austin O’Malley, 
James Kaiser, Joseph Warganz and Luke 
Salm, never got beyond handball and an oc-
casional try at the free-for-all version of bas-
ketball known as horse-O. Leo Chorman was 
an exception. 

After four years, the carefree student days, 
as all good things do, came to an end. In Sep-
tember 1943, Brother Stephen and his class-
mates set forth to face the challenges of the 
classroom, extracurricular activities, grad-
uate study and community life. For Brother 
Stephen, the venue was St. Peter’s in Staten 
Island, where he taught mostly Latin, his 
major, but also, as needed, algebra, geom-
etry, English, history and French. After 
school and during summers, he pursued suc-
cessfully a master’s degree in Latin at Man-
hattan College under the direction of the rig-
orous and relentless Brother Alban Dooley. 
In 1948, Brother Stephen was assigned to St. 
Mary’s in Waltham, Massachusetts, as teach-
er and sub-director of the community. He 
was, thus, able to be close to his family and 
at the same time attend courses at Boston 
College, earning a second M.A., this time in 
philosophy. 

With such a strong background in classical 
languages and philosophy, in 1953 Brother 
Stephen was sent back to The Catholic Uni-
versity to study for the doctorate in sacred 
theology, a program only recently made 
available to the Brothers. In addition to full- 
time study, the assignment also involved 
full-time teaching of the classics and the-
ology to the scholastics and, in due time, ad-
ministrative duties as pro-director and direc-
tor of studies. One of his signature courses 
was on God, One and Three, that earned for 
him the nickname ‘‘God.’’ When Brother 
Cornelius Luke, the Visitor General, heard of 
it, he was not amused. Writing under the in-
spired direction of Father Eugene Burke, 
Brother Stephen successfully defended his 
thesis on what the Council of Trent had to 
say about grace and merit, was awarded the 
STD degree in 1959, and then assigned to 
Manhattan College. 

At Manhattan, Brother Stephen was an im-
portant addition to the department of the-
ology, still in the process of becoming an 
academic department with a qualified and 
professionally active full-time faculty. 
Brother Stephen regularly attended the 
meetings of the Catholic Theological Society 
and the College Theology Society for which 
he served as treasurer from 1960 to 1970. He 
authored the article on merit for the New 
Catholic Encyclopedia and his collection of 
articles entitled Readings in Sacramental 
Theology was published by Prentice-Hall. 
Meanwhile Brother Abdon Lewis was nudg-
ing Brother Stephen in the direction of ad-
ministration, at first having him assist in 
the dean’s office, then urging Brother Greg-
ory to name him academic vice president 
and later executive vice president and Pro-
vost. Thus, Brother Stephen became a hands- 
down choice to become president of the Col-
lege when Brother Gregory Nugent resigned 
in 1975. 

By that time, the student unrest of the 
late 1960s had pretty well quieted down, the 
cooperative program with the College of 
Mount St. Vincent was well underway, and 
Manhattan itself had officially gone coed, 
bringing and ever-increasing number of fe-
male students to the campus. In 1978, Broth-
er Stephen presided over the celebration of 
the College’s 125th anniversary that was fol-
lowed in the next year by the construction of 
the Draddy Gymnasium. During his presi-
dency, programs for teaching the handi-
capped were introduced, as well as an M.B.A. 
program and courses in professional ethics, 
biotechnology and computer science. In 1979, 
he was awarded an honorary doctorate of 
laws by La Salle College in Philadelphia. De-
termined to keep the Brothers in the fore-
front, he commissioned Fabian Zaccone to 
paint a new mural for the reredos in the Col-
lege chapel, which was renamed the Chapel 
of De La Salle and his Brothers. He had the 
same painter do a mural for the president’s 
dining room depicting the successive Brother 
Presidents and their contributions to the 
College. For the tercentenary of the Insti-
tute in 1980, he sponsored a series of lectures 
that were then published. In addition, he 
made arrangements to have the shrine of St. 
De La Salle in St. Patrick’s Cathedral re-
decorated to include the newly canonized 
Brothers Miguel and Mutien-Marie. 

Although Brother Stephen certainly en-
joyed being president, not all his record 
breaking twelve years in that office were full 
of sweetness and life. There were the inevi-
table conflicts with administrators and fac-
ulty, and some serious problems with a de-
clining enrollment and consequent financial 
strain. He had always been close to his fam-
ily and in constant touch with his brother 
John, a Jesuit priest at Boston College, and 
Sister Margaret de Sales, who was then prin-
cipal at Paramus Catholic High School. He 
felt very deeply the deaths of his mother, his 
older sister, and that of his brother John. In 
1980, Brother Stephen suffered the first of a 
series of heart attacks that eventually re-
quired surgery. After having organized and 
financed the first session of the Buttimer In-
stitute of Lasallian Studies, it was a dis-
appointment for him when the facilities of 
the College proved inadequate and the pro-
gram was moved to California. Eventually it 
became clear to Brother Stephen that he no 
longer had the energy to complete his third 
five-year term. On his retirement from office 
in 1987, more than 600 guests gathered at a 
banquet in the Draddy Gymnasium to honor 
his achievement. In that same year, the Col-
lege of Mount St. Vincent honored him with 
the honorary doctorate in humane letters. 

After leaving Manhattan College, Brother 
Stephen moved to Lincroft, where he took 
charge of the development office. He initi-
ated an outreach program to the entire 
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Lasallian family, especially relatives of the 
Brothers and former Brothers, based on the 
concept of stewardship for the Lasallian tra-
dition. ‘‘Associates in Stewardship’’ was a 
constant theme in his quarterly publication 
called Lasallian Notes. He took special care 
to celebrate the lives of the deceased Broth-
ers and to keep in contact with their fami-
lies, most notably through the annual Me-
morial Mass. Involved as he was in public re-
lations for the district, Brother Stephen 
never lost his association with Manhattan 
College. He rarely missed a formal college 
event, alumni gathering, funeral or social 
occasion, traveling from Lincroft by hired 
limo when he could no longer drive and serv-
ing as a kind of informal public relations 
person for the College. When the strain of his 
very active retirement proved to be too 
much for his declining physical resources, he 
retired reluctantly but gracefully in 2004, at 
age 83, and took up residence in De La Salle 
Hall. There, he died peacefully on January 9, 
2007. 

—Luke Salm, F.S.C.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO GEORGE TOOKER 

∑ Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I wish 
to acknowledge the lifetime work of 
the artist George Tooker. Earlier this 
month, President Bush presented him 
with the National Medal of Arts, our 
Nation’s highest and most prestigious 
award for artistic excellence. 

George Tooker, born in New York 
City, is a resident of Hartland, VT. 
After studying English literature at 
Harvard and then studying painting at 
the Art Students League of New York, 
he found a world of modern possibili-
ties in the medieval and Renaissance 
medium of egg tempera, helping to 
begin a revitalization of that tech-
nique. The choice of egg tempera gave 
his paintings an archaic and other-
worldly feel, creating wonderfully rich 
juxtapositions as Tooker often used 
contemporary subjects and cir-
cumstances as the theme of his work. 
For instance, many of his paintings 
convey images of modernity and alien-
ation while using colors, surface fin-
ishes, and techniques that hearken 
back to the long tradition of art his-
tory. But they do more, of course; the 
reference to that long tradition of cul-
ture foregrounds the current mani-
festations of that culture, which 
George Tooker addresses as his subject. 

Although some have seen elements of 
fantasy in his paintings, George 
Tooker has been explicit; he seeks not 
an escape into a dream world but, rath-
er, the creation of a new approach to 
realism. ‘‘I am after painting reality 
impressed on the mind so hard that it 
returns as a dream, but I am not after 
painting dreams as such, or fantasy,’’ 
he once said. 

His haunting works often highlight 
the increased social isolation that has 
accompanied the pressures of mod-
ernization on everyday life. He deals 
with society and its very real con-
sequences; although many of his paint-
ings retain a magical and stylized feel, 
at their heart are images that have the 
capacity to reveal and reflect many of 
the deepest feelings each viewer of 

Tooker’s work encounters in his or her 
own life in the contemporary world. 

I commend Mr. George Tooker for his 
important contributions to American 
art and congratulate him on receiving 
the National Medal of Arts. We in 
Vermont are proud of his accomplish-
ment.∑ 

f 

RECOGNIZING MAINE MACHINE 
PRODUCTS COMPANY 

∑ Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, with tre-
mendous enthusiasm, I recognize 
Maine Machine Products Company, a 
phenomenal small business from my 
home State of Maine that manufac-
tures products for various hi-tech in-
dustries. Because of its hard work and 
dedication to leading its field, Maine 
Machine Products was recognized with 
the Maine Development Foundation’s 
Champion of Economic Development 
Award at the Foundation’s annual 
meeting on October 5, 2007. 
Headquartered in South Paris, Maine 
Machine Products has a history replete 
with innovation and success, and is a 
company highly deserving of such an 
aptly titled award. 

Founded in 1956 by Roland Sutton, 
Maine Machine Products is a custom 
precision manufacturer of components 
and assemblies whose products are sent 
to global high-technology markets in-
cluding those serving the defense and 
aerospace, telecom and fiber optic, and 
semiconductor markets. Located in a 
temperature-controlled 75,000-square- 
foot building in western Maine, Maine 
Machine Products employs roughly 150 
highly skilled workers who consist-
ently produce products of the finest 
quality for these vital industries. Al-
ways seeking to be on the cutting edge 
of technology, Maine Machine Products 
earlier this year began working with 
the Mazak Integrex e-Series, which is 
the most advanced multitasking ma-
chine in custom precision manufac-
turing. The machine allows the com-
pany to complete all operations, such 
as turning, boring, and drilling, in a 
single setup, increasing productivity 
and efficiency. Additionally, the firm 
has upgraded its Clean Room, where it 
tests and finishes semiconductor equip-
ment, by expanding it and making 
other improvements. 

More than merely adding to its exist-
ing infrastructure, Maine Machine 
Products has made significant con-
tributions to both its employees and 
the western Maine community. Two 
programs, in particular, demonstrate 
the attention that the company pays 
to its workers and aspiring manufac-
turing personnel. First, Maine Machine 
Products makes use of the machine op-
erators skills training grant, MOST, 
program, that assists firms with the 
training of their computer numerical 
control, or CNC, operators. In addition, 
the program attempts to fill open CNC 
positions with nontraditional workers 
by training individuals and matching 
them with employers. In MOST’s inau-
gural season, 52 incumbent Maine Ma-

chine Products employees received 
training through the program, and the 
company hired 6 new employees who 
participated. 

Through a second program, Maine 
Machine Products gives scholarships to 
students who are enrolled in the Ma-
chine Tool Program at Central Maine 
Community College based in Auburn. 
Since its inception in 1974, Maine Ma-
chine Products’ scholarship program 
has sponsored 47 scholarships. The pro-
gram provides a work-study program 
to students who qualify, and—most fit-
tingly—many graduates of the scholar-
ship program are presently employed 
at Maine Machine Products. 

Maine Machine Products has filled a 
specific niche in the precision custom 
manufacturing industry for over five 
decades, and it continues to be a mar-
ket leader. With measured expansion 
and sustained growth throughout the 
years, Maine Machine Products has ex-
celled in a highly technical and com-
petitive field. I wish everyone at Maine 
Machine Products continued success 
and growth in the years to come.∑ 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages from the President of the 

United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mrs. Neiman, one of his 
secretaries. 

f 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session the Presiding 

Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 
At 12:37 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hanrahan, one of its reading 
clerks, announced that the Speaker has 
signed the following enrolled bill: 

H.R. 1429. An act to reauthorize the Head 
Start Act, to improve program quality, to 
expand access, and for other purposes. 

At 2:43 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House disagrees to 
the amendment of the Senate to the 
bill (H.R. 2082) to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2008 for intel-
ligence and intelligence-related activi-
ties of the United States Government, 
the Community Management Account, 
and the Central Intelligence Agency 
Retirement and Disability System, and 
for other purposes; it agrees to the con-
ference asked by the Senate on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses there-
on, and appoints the following Mem-
bers as managers of the conference on 
the part of the House: 
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From the Permanent Select Com-

mittee on Intelligence, for consider-
ation of the House bill and the Senate 
amendment, and modifications com-
mitted to conference: Messrs. REYES, 
HASTINGS of Florida, BOSWELL, 
CRAMER, Ms. ESHOO, Messrs. HOLT, 
RUPPERSBERGER, TIERNEY, THOMPSON of 
California, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Messrs. 
LANGEVIN, PATRICK J. MURPHY of Penn-
sylvania, HOEKSTRA, EVERETT, GALLE-
GLY, Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico, 
Messrs. THORNBERRY, MCHUGH, TIAHRT, 
ROGERS of Michigan, and ISSA. 

From the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, for consideration of defense tac-
tical intelligence and related activi-
ties: Messrs. SKELTON, SPRATT, and 
HUNTER. 

The message also announced that the 
House agrees to the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill (H.R. 710) to amend 
the National Organ Transplant Act to 
provide that criminal penalties do not 
apply to paired donations of human 
kidneys, and for other purposes; with 
an amendment, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate. 

The message further announced that 
the House has passed the following 
bills, in which it requests the concur-
rence of the Senate: 

H.R. 1662. An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to seek limited reim-
bursement for site security activities, and 
for other purposes. 

H.R. 2246. To provide for the release of any 
reversionary interest of the United States in 
and to certain lands in Reno, Nevada. 

H.R. 3887. An act to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal years 2008 through 2011 for the 
Trafficking Victims Protection Act of 2000, 
to enhance measures to combat trafficking 
in persons, and for other persons. 

H.R. 3998. An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to conduct special re-
sources studies of certain lands and struc-
tures to determine the appropriate means for 
preservation, use, and management of the re-
sources associated with such lands and struc-
tures. 

H.R. 4118. An act to exclude from gross in-
come payments from the Hokie Spirit Memo-
rial Fund to the victims of the tragic event 
at Virginia Polytechnic Institute & State 
University. 

At 3:42 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, with an amendment, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

S. 2371. An act to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to make technical correc-
tions. 

The message also announced that the 
House disagrees to the amendment of 
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 1585) to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2008 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes; it 
agrees to the conference asked by the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and appoints the 
following Members as managers of the 
conference on the part of the House: 

From the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, for consideration of the House bill 
and the Senate amendment, and modi-
fications committed to conference: 
Messrs. SKELTON, SPRATT, ORTIZ, TAY-
LOR, ABERCROMBIE, REYES, SNYDER, 
SMITH of Washington, Ms. LORETTA 
SANCHEZ of California, Mr. MCINTYRE, 
Mrs. TAUSCHER, Messrs. BRADY of Penn-
sylvania, ANDREWS, Mrs. DAVIS of Cali-
fornia, Messrs. LARSEN of Washington, 
COOPER, MARSHALL, Ms. BORDALLO, 
Messrs. UDALL of Colorado, HUNTER, 
SAXTON, MCHUGH, EVERETT, BARTLETT 
of Maryland, MCKEON, THORNBERRY, 
JONES of North Carolina, HAYES, AKIN, 
FORBES, WILSON of South Carolina, 
TURNER, KLINE of Minnesota, and Mrs. 
DRAKE. 

From the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence, for consider-
ation of matters within the jurisdic-
tion of that committee under clause 11 
of rule X: Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. PATRICK J. 
MURPHY of Pennsylvania, and Mr. 
HOEKSTRA. 

From the Committee on Education 
and Labor, for consideration of sec-
tions 561, 562, 675, 953, and 3118 of the 
House bill, and sections 561, 562, 564, 
565, and 3137 of the Senate amendment, 
and modifications committed to con-
ference: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mr. COURTNEY, and Mr. 
WALBERG. 

From the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce, for consideration of sec-
tions 311–313 and 1082 of the Senate 
amendment, and modifications com-
mitted to conference: Mr. DINGELL, Mr. 
WYNN, and Mr. BARTON of Texas. 

From the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs, for consideration of sections 831, 
833, 1022, 1201, 1203, 1204, 1206–1208, 1221, 
1222, 1231, 1241, 1242, title XIII, and sec-
tion 3117 of the House bill, and sections 
871, 934, 1011, 1201–1203, 1205, 1211, 1212, 
1214, 1215, 1217, 1219, 1232, title XIII, sec-
tions 1511, 1512, 1532, 1533, 1539–1542, 
1571, 1574–1576, 1579, 3134, and 3139 of the 
Senate amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: Mr. LANTOS, 
Mr. ACKERMAN, and Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. 

From the Committee on Homeland 
Security, for consideration of section 
1076 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to con-
ference: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, 
Mr. CARNEY, and Mr. DANIEL E. LUN-
GREN of California. 

From the Committee on the Judici-
ary, for consideration of sections 582, 
672, 673, and 850 of the House bill, and 
sections 824, 1023, 1024, 1078, 1087, 1571– 
1574, 1576, 1577, 1579, and title LII of the 
Senate amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: Mr. CONYERS, 
Mr. BERMAN, and Mr. SMITH of Texas. 

From the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform, for consider-
ation of sections 325, 326, 328–330, 604, 
653, 674, 801, 802, 814, 815, 821–824, 1101– 
1112, 1221, 1231, and 1451 of the House 
bill, and sections 366–370, 603, 684, 821, 
823, 842, 845, 846, 871, 902, 937, 1064, 1069, 
1074, 1093, 1101–1106, 1108, 1540, 1542, and 
2851 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to con-

ference: Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. TOWNS, and 
Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. 

From the Committee on Science and 
Technology, for consideration of sec-
tions 846, 1085, and 1088 of the Senate 
amendment, and modifications com-
mitted to conference: Mr. GORDON of 
Tennessee, Ms. GIFFORDS, and Mr. 
EHLERS. 

From the Committee on Small Busi-
ness, for consideration of sections 828, 
1085, 1088, 4001, 4002, 4101–4103, 4201–4203, 
and 4301–4305 of the Senate amendment, 
and modifications committed to con-
ference: Ms. VELÁZQUEZ, Mr. ALTMIRE, 
and Mr. CHABOT. 

From the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, for consider-
ation of sections 523 and 1048 of the 
House bill, and sections 311–313, 353, 
1070, 2853, 2855, 2863, 5101, 5202, and 5208 
of the Senate amendment, and modi-
fications committed to conference: Mr. 
OBERSTAR, Mr. COSTELLO, and Mr. 
GRAVES. 

From the Committee on Veterans Af-
fairs, for consideration of sections 525, 
1421, 1433, and 1453 of the House bill, 
and sections 701, 710, 1084, 1611, 1612, 
1621, 1626, 1634, 1641, 1654, 1662, and 1702– 
1712 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to con-
ference: Mr. FILNER, Mr. MICHAUD, and 
Mr. BUYER. 

From the Committee on Ways and 
Means, for consideration of section 536 
of the Senate amendment, and modi-
fications committed to conference: Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. STARK, and Mr. CAMP of 
Michigan. 

At 6:12 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hanrahan, one of its reading 
clerks, announced that the House has 
passed the following bill, in which it 
requests the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 2517. An act to amend the Missing 
Children’s Assistance Act to authorize ap-
propriations; and for other purposes. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bills were read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 1662. An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to seek limited reim-
bursement for site security activities, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources. 

H.R. 2246. An act to provide for the release 
of any reversionary interest of the United 
States in and to certain lands in Reno, Ne-
vada; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources. 

H.R. 3887. An act to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal years 2008 through 2011 for the 
Trafficking Victims Protection Act of 2000, 
to enhance measures to combat trafficking 
in persons, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 3998. An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to conduct special re-
sources studies of certain lands and struc-
tures to determine the appropriate means for 
preservation, use, and management of the re-
sources associated with such lands and struc-
tures; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources. 
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MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME 

The following bill was read the first 
time: 

S. 2416. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the alternative 
minimum tax on individuals and replace it 
with an alternative tax individuals may 
choose. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, and were referred as indicated: 

EC–4082. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Office of Legislative Affairs, 
Department of State, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report relative to U.S. military per-
sonnel and civilian contractors involved in 
the anti-narcotics campaign in Colombia; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC–4083. A communication from the Assist-
ant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to the 
Case-Zablocki Act, 1 U.S.C. 112b, as amended, 
the report of the texts and background state-
ments of international agreements, other 
than treaties (List 2007–235—2007–264); to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC–4084. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Office of Legislative Affairs, 
Department of State, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the certification of a proposed agree-
ment for the export of defense articles to the 
United Kingdom to support the maintenance, 
repair and modification services for the C– 
130J and C–130K Aircraft; to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

EC–4085. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Office of Legislative Affairs, 
Department of State, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the certification of a proposed 
amendment to a manufacturing agreement 
relative to the export of defense services to 
Russia for the RD–180 Liquid Propellant 
Rocket Engine Program; to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

EC–4086. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Office of Legislative Affairs, 
Department of State, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the certification of a proposed agree-
ment for the export of defense services to 
Saudi Arabia for the operation and mainte-
nance of the Saudi Air Defense Forces HAWK 
and PATRIOT Air Defense Missile Systems; 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC–4087. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Office of Legislative Affairs, 
Department of State, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the certification of a proposed manu-
facturing license agreement involving the 
export of technical data to France for the 
initial development and subsequent manu-
facture of Complimentary Metal Oxide Semi-
conductor Application Specific Integrated 
Circuits; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. 

EC–4088. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Office of Legislative Affairs, 
Department of State, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the certification of a proposed agree-
ment for the export of defense articles to 
Israel for the manufacture of certain Alter-
nate Mission Equipment; to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

EC–4089. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Office of Legislative Affairs, 
Department of State, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the certification of a proposed license 
for the export of two commercial commu-
nications satellites to international waters 
for launch under the Sea Launch program or 
to Russia and Kazakhstan for launch; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC–4090. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Office of Legislative Affairs, 
Department of State, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the certification of a proposed license 
for the export of defense articles relative to 
a commercial communications satellite; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC–4091. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a pe-
tition that was filed on behalf of workers 
from the Nuclear Materials and Equipment 
Corporation in Apollo, Pennsylvania, to be 
added to the Special Exposure Cohort; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

EC–4092. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Employee Benefits Security 
Administration, Department of Labor, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Annual Reporting and Disclosure’’ 
(RIN1210–AB06) received on November 20, 
2007; to the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–4093. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Regulations Policy and Management 
Staff, Department of Health and Human 
Services, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Applications for 
Food and Drug Administration Application 
Approval to Market a New Drug; Revision of 
Postmarketing Reporting Requirements’’ 
(Docket No. 2000N–1545) received on Novem-
ber 20, 2007; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–4094. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Regulations Policy and Management 
Staff, Department of Health and Human 
Services, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Medical Devices; 
General Hospital and Personal Use Devices; 
Classification of Remote Medication Man-
agement System’’ (Docket No. 2007N–0328) re-
ceived on November 20, 2007; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

EC–4095. A communication from the White 
House Liaison, Department of Health and 
Human Services, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a vacancy, nomination, 
and designation of an acting officer for the 
position of Assistant Secretary for Public 
Affairs, received on November 20, 2007; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

EC–4096. A communication from the White 
House Liaison, Department of Health and 
Human Services, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of action on a nomination for 
the position of Deputy Secretary, received 
on November 20, 2007; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–4097. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Peace Corps, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the Corps’ Performance and Ac-
countability Report for fiscal year 2007; to 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC–4098. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Personnel Management, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the Semiannual 
Report of the Inspector General for the pe-
riod of April 1, 2007, to September 30, 2007; to 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC–4099. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the Department’s annual fi-
nancial report for fiscal year 2007; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs. 

EC–4100. A communication from the Acting 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the semiannual report of 
the Inspector General for the period of April 
1, 2007, through September 30, 2007; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs. 

EC–4101. A communication from the Chair-
man, Railroad Retirement Board, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the Semiannual Re-
port of the Inspector General for the period 
of April 1, 2007, through September 30, 2007; 
to the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC–4102. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Institute of Museum and Library Serv-
ices, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
agency’s Performance and Accountability 
Report for fiscal year 2007; to the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

EC–4103. A communication from the Chair-
man and Chief Executive Officer, Farm Cred-
it Administration, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the Semiannual Report of the Adminis-
tration’s Inspector General for the period of 
April 1, 2007, through September 30, 2007; to 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC–4104. A communication from the Attor-
ney General, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the Department’s Performance and Account-
ability Report for fiscal year 2007; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs. 

EC–4105. A communication from the Acting 
Director, U.S. Trade and Development Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the Agen-
cy’s Performance and Accountability Report 
for fiscal year 2007; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

EC–4106. A communication from the Chief 
Acquisition Officer, General Services Admin-
istration, Department of Defense, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Federal Acquisition Regulation; Fed-
eral Acquisition Circular 2005–21’’ (FAC 2005– 
21) received on November 16, 2007; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs. 

EC–4107. A communication from the Archi-
vist of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the Organization’s Perform-
ance and Accountability Report for fiscal 
year 2007; to the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity and Governmental Affairs. 

EC–4108. A communication from the Execu-
tive Director, Federal Retirement Thrift In-
vestment Board, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the eight audit reports issued during fis-
cal year 2007 relative to the Agency and the 
Thrift Savings Plan; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

EC–4109. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Labor, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the Department’s Semiannual Report of 
the Inspector General for the period of April 
1, 2007, through September 30, 2007; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs. 

EC–4110. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Center for Pay and Leave Administra-
tion, Office of Personnel Management, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Recruitment, Relocation, and Re-
tention Incentives’’ (RIN3206–AK81) received 
on November 30, 2007; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

EC–4111. A communication from the Staff 
Director, U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the Commis-
sion’s Performance and Accountability Re-
port for fiscal year 2007; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

EC–4112. A communication from the Chair-
man, Broadcasting Board of Governors, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the Board’s 
Performance and Accountability Report for 
fiscal year 2007; to the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs. 

EC–4113. A communication from the Chair-
man, Board of Governors, Federal Reserve 
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System, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Semiannual Report of the Board’s Inspector 
General for the six-month period ending Sep-
tember 30, 2007; to the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs. 

EC–4114. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Personnel Management, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report entitled 
‘‘Employment of Veterans in the Federal 
Government—Fiscal Year 2006’’; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs. 

EC–4115. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the Semiannual Report of the Depart-
ment’s Inspector General for the period of 
April 1, 2007, through September 30, 2007; to 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC–4116. A communication from the Chair-
man, Federal Trade Commission, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the Semiannual Re-
port of the Commission’s Inspector General 
for the period of April 1, 2007, through Sep-
tember 30, 2007; to the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs. 

EC–4117. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the Department’s Performance 
and Accountability Report for fiscal year 
2007; to the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs. 

EC–4118. A communication from the Chair-
man, Board of Governors, U.S. Postal Serv-
ice, transmitting, pursuant to law, the Semi-
annual Report of the Service’s Inspector 
General for the period of April 1, 2007, 
through September 30, 2007; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs. 

EC–4119. A communication from the Spe-
cial Counsel, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the Office’s Performance and Accountability 
Report for fiscal year 2007; to the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

EC–4120. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, an alternative plan for locality 
pay increases payable to civilian Federal em-
ployees covered by the General Schedule; to 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC–4121. A communication from the Board 
Members, Railroad Retirement Board, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the Board’s Per-
formance and Accountability Report for fis-
cal year 2007; to the Committee on Homeland 
Security and Governmental Affairs. 

EC–4122. A communication from the White 
House Liaison, Department of Justice, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a va-
cancy and designation of an acting officer for 
the position of United States Attorney for 
the Middle District of Pennsylvania, re-
ceived on November 16, 2007; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

EC–4123. A communication from the White 
House Liaison, Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of action on a nomination for the posi-
tion of General Counsel, received on Novem-
ber 16, 2007; to the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs. 

EC–4124. A communication from the White 
House Liaison, Department of Justice, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a 
change in previously submitted reported in-
formation and discontinuation of service in 
an acting role for the position of United 
States Attorney, received on November 20, 
2007; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC–4125. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Assistant Attorney General, Of-
fice of Legislative Affairs, Department of 
Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port relative to the Department’s activities 
under the Civil Rights of Institutionalized 

Persons Act; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. 

EC–4126. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Regulations Management, Department 
of Veterans Affairs, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Trans-
fer of Duties of Former VA Board of Con-
tract Appeals’’ (RIN2900–AM73) received on 
November 20, 2007; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. INOUYE, from the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation, 
with an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute: 

S. 704. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to prohibit manipulation of 
caller identification information (Rept. No. 
110–234). 

By Mr. INOUYE, from the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation, 
with amendments: 

S. 1178. A bill to strengthen data protec-
tion and safeguards, require data breach no-
tification, and further prevent identity theft 
(Rept. No. 110–235). 

By Mr. INOUYE, from the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation, 
without amendment: 

S. 1780. A bill to require the FCC, in enforc-
ing its regulations concerning the broadcast 
of indecent programming, to maintain a pol-
icy that a single word or image may be con-
sidered indecent (Rept. No. 110–236). 

By Mr. KENNEDY, from the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions, 
with an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute: 

S. 1858. A bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to establish grant programs to 
provide for education and outreach on new-
born screening and coordinated followup care 
once newborn screening has been conducted, 
to reauthorize programs under part A of title 
XI of such Act , and for other purposes. 

By Mr. INOUYE, from the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation, 
with an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute: 

S. 2045. A bill to reform the Consumer 
Product Safety Commission to provide 
greater protection for children’s products, to 
improve the screening of noncompliant con-
sumer products, to improve the effectiveness 
of consumer product recall programs, and for 
other purposes. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. EN-
SIGN, Ms. STABENOW, and Mr. MAR-
TINEZ): 

S. 2408. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to require physician uti-
lization of the Medicare electronic prescrip-
tion drug program; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

By Mr. DEMINT (for himself, Mr. ENZI, 
and Mr. VITTER): 

S. 2409. A bill to direct the Architect of the 
Capitol to ensure that the Pledge of Alle-
giance to the Flag and the national motto 
‘‘In God We Trust’’ are each displayed promi-
nently in the Capitol Visitor Center on a per-
manent basis and to prohibit the Architect 
from removing or refusing to include lan-

guage or other content from exhibits and 
materials relating to the Capitol Visitor 
Center on the grounds that the language or 
content includes a religious reference or 
Judeo-Christian content; to the Committee 
on Rules and Administration. 

By Mr. KYL (for himself and Mr. 
SUNUNU): 

S. 2410. A bill to require the Federal Com-
munications Commission to either grant or 
deny a Petition for Reconsideration within 1 
year after such Petition is first submitted; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself and Mr. 
OBAMA): 

S. 2411. A bill to require the establishment 
of a credit card safety star rating system for 
the benefit of consumers, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself, Ms. 
COLLINS, Mr. OBAMA, Mr. DURBIN, 
Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. DODD, 
and Mr. KERRY): 

S. 2412. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to reform the system of 
public financing for Presidential elections, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. ENZI (for himself and Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN): 

S. 2413. A bill to provide death and dis-
ability benefits for aerial firefighters who 
work on a contract basis for a public agency 
and suffer death or disability in the line of 
duty, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ENSIGN (for himself, Mr. 
GREGG, Mr. COBURN, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. 
CORKER, Mr. DEMINT, Mr. BUNNING, 
and Mr. ENZI): 

S. 2414. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to require wealthy bene-
ficiaries to pay a greater share of their pre-
miums under the Medicare prescription drug 
program; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. REID (for Mrs. CLINTON): 
S. 2415. A bill to require the President and 

the Office of the Global AIDS Coordinator to 
establish a comprehensive and integrated 
HIV prevention strategy to address the 
vulnerabilities of women and girls in coun-
tries for which the United States provides 
assistance to combat HIV/AIDS, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

By Mr. DEMINT: 
S. 2416. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to repeal the alternative 
minimum tax on individuals and replace it 
with an alternative tax individuals may 
choose; read the first time. 

By Mr. BROWNBACK (for himself and 
Mr. BYRD): 

S. 2417. A bill to amend title 31, United 
States Code, to require the inscription ‘‘In 
God We Trust’’ to appear on a face of the $1 
coins honoring each of the Presidents of the 
United States; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. CASEY (for himself, Mr. GRASS-
LEY, and Mrs. FEINSTEIN): 

S. 2418. A bill to ensure the safety of im-
ported food products for the citizens of the 
United States, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. CRAPO (for himself, Mrs. CLIN-
TON, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Ms. MURKOWSKI, 
and Mr. BIDEN): 
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S. Res. 388. A resolution designating the 

week of February 4 through February 8, 2008, 
as ‘‘National Teen Dating Violence Aware-
ness and Prevention Week’’; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ALLARD (for himself, Mr. 
SALAZAR, Mr. TESTER, Mr. ISAKSON, 
Ms. COLLINS, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. 
COCHRAN, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. CONRAD, 
Mr. DORGAN, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. INHOFE, 
and Mrs. FEINSTEIN): 

S. Res. 389. A resolution commemorating 
the 25th Anniversary of the United States 
Air Force Space Command headquartered at 
Peterson Air Force Base, Colorado; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 65 

At the request of Mr. INHOFE, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
65, a bill to modify the age-60 standard 
for certain pilots and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 400 

At the request of Mr. SUNUNU, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
SNOWE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
400, a bill to amend the Employee Re-
tirement Income Security Act of 1974 
and the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
to ensure that dependent students who 
take a medically necessary leave of ab-
sence do not lose health insurance cov-
erage, and for other purposes. 

S. 453 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
his name was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 453, a bill to prohibit deceptive prac-
tices in Federal elections. 

S. 458 

At the request of Mrs. LINCOLN, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 458, a bill to amend title XVIII 
of the Social Security Act to provide 
for the treatment of certain physician 
pathology services under the Medicare 
program. 

S. 522 

At the request of Mr. BAYH, the name 
of the Senator from Delaware (Mr. 
BIDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
522, a bill to safeguard the economic 
health of the United States and the 
health and safety of the United States 
citizens by improving the management, 
coordination, and effectiveness of do-
mestic and international intellectual 
property rights enforcement, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 561 

At the request of Mr. BUNNING, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. COLEMAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 561, a bill to repeal the sunset 
of the Economic Growth and Tax Relief 
Reconciliation Act of 2001 with respect 
to the expansion of the adoption credit 
and adoption assistance programs. 

S. 602 

At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 602, a bill to develop the 

next generation of parental control 
technology. 

S. 661 
At the request of Mr. AKAKA, his 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
661, a bill to establish kinship navi-
gator programs, to establish guardian-
ship assistance payments for children, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 694 
At the request of Mrs. MCCASKILL, 

her name was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 694, a bill to direct the Secretary of 
Transportation to issue regulations to 
reduce the incidence of child injury 
and death occurring inside or outside 
of light motor vehicles, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 814 
At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the 

name of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
MARTINEZ) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 814, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow the de-
duction of attorney-advanced expenses 
and court costs in contingency fee 
cases. 

S. 827 
At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 

name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. SUNUNU) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 827, a bill to establish the 
Freedom’s Way National Heritage Area 
in the States of Massachusetts and 
New Hampshire, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 884 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 

name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. CONRAD) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 884, a bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act regarding 
residential treatment programs for 
pregnant and parenting women, a pro-
gram to reduce substance abuse among 
nonviolent offenders, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 910 
At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 

name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 910, a bill to provide for 
paid sick leave to ensure that Ameri-
cans can address their own health 
needs and the health needs of their 
families. 

S. 972 
At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 

the name of the Senator from Illinois 
(Mr. OBAMA) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 972, a bill to provide for the reduc-
tion of adolescent pregnancy, HIV 
rates, and other sexually transmitted 
diseases, and for other purposes. 

S. 1019 
At the request of Mr. COBURN, the 

name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAIG) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1019, a bill to provide comprehensive 
reform of the health care system of the 
United States, and for other purposes. 

S. 1395 
At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the 

name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1395, a bill to prevent unfair practices 

in credit card accounts, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 1430 
At the request of Mr. BROWNBACK, the 

names of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
ROBERTS) and the Senator from North 
Carolina (Mrs. DOLE) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1430, a bill to authorize 
State and local governments to direct 
divestiture from, and prevent invest-
ment in, companies with investments 
of $20,000,000 or more in Iran’s energy 
sector, and for other purposes. 

S. 1512 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 

name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1512, a bill to amend part E of 
title IV of the Social Security Act to 
expand Federal eligibility for children 
in foster care who have attained age 18. 

S. 1551 
At the request of Mr. BROWN, the 

name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. LAUTENBERG) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1551, a bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act with respect 
to making progress toward the goal of 
eliminating tuberculosis, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 1731 
At the request of Mr. CORNYN, the 

name of the Senator from Texas (Mrs. 
HUTCHISON) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1731, a bill to provide for the con-
tinuing review of unauthorized Federal 
programs and agencies and to establish 
a bipartisan commission for the pur-
poses of improving oversight and elimi-
nating wasteful Government spending. 

S. 1910 
At the request of Mr. REED, the 

names of the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. CARDIN) and the Senator from Or-
egon (Mr. WYDEN) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1910, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro-
vide that amounts derived from Fed-
eral grants and State matching funds 
in connection with revolving funds es-
tablished in accordance with the Fed-
eral Water Pollution Control Act and 
the Safe Drinking Water Act will not 
be treated as proceeds or replacement 
proceeds for purposes of section 148 of 
such Code. 

S. 1951 
At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 

name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HARKIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1951, a bill to amend title XIX of the 
Social Security Act to ensure that in-
dividuals eligible for medical assist-
ance under the Medicaid program con-
tinue to have access to prescription 
drugs, and for other purposes. 

S. 1958 
At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the 

name of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
MARTINEZ) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1958, a bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to ensure and 
foster continued patient quality of care 
by establishing facility and patient cri-
teria for long-term care hospitals and 
related improvements under the Medi-
care program. 
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S. 2056 

At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the name of the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 2056, a bill to amend 
title XVIII of the Social Security Act 
to restore financial stability to Medi-
care anesthesiology teaching programs 
for resident physicians. 

S. 2058 
At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the 

name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. MENENDEZ) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2058, a bill to amend the Com-
modity Exchange Act to close the 
Enron loophole, prevent price manipu-
lation and excessive speculation in the 
trading of energy commodities, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 2071 
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 

names of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN) and the Senator from West 
Virginia (Mr. BYRD) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 2071, a bill to enhance 
the ability to combat methamphet-
amine. 

S. 2088 
At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the 

name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KENNEDY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2088, a bill to place rea-
sonable limitations on the use of Na-
tional Security Letters, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 2129 
At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the 

name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. LIEBERMAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2129, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to estab-
lish the infrastructure foundation for 
the hydrogen economy, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 2133 
At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the 

name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. COLEMAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2133, a bill to authorize bank-
ruptcy courts to take certain actions 
with respect to mortgage loans in 
bankruptcy, and for other purposes. 

S. 2140 
At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the 

names of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HARKIN), the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. CARPER) and the Senator from 
North Dakota (Mr. CONRAD) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 2140, a bill to award 
a Congressional Gold Medal to Francis 
Collins, in recognition of his out-
standing contributions and leadership 
in the fields of medicine and genetics. 

S. 2209 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 

name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
ENSIGN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2209, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide incentives 
to improve America’s research com-
petitiveness, and for other purposes. 

S. 2279 
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, her 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2279, a bill to combat international vio-
lence against women and girls. 

S. 2307 
At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 

name of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
NELSON) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2307, a bill to amend the Global Change 
Research Act of 1990, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 2332 
At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the 

names of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mrs. MCCASKILL) and the Senator from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. CASEY) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 2332, a bill to pro-
mote transparency in the adoption of 
new media ownership rules by the Fed-
eral Communications Commission, and 
to establish an independent panel to 
make recommendations on how to in-
crease the representation of women 
and minorities in broadcast media own-
ership. 

S. 2334 
At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the 

name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
ENSIGN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2334, a bill to withhold 10 percent of the 
Federal funding apportioned for high-
way construction and maintenance 
from States that issue driver’s licenses 
to individuals without verifying the 
legal status of such individuals. 

S. 2344 
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 

name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
BAYH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2344, a bill to create a competitive 
grant program to provide for age-ap-
propriate Internet education for chil-
dren. 

S. 2347 
At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 

his name was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2347, a bill to restore and protect ac-
cess to discount drug prices for univer-
sity-based and safety-net clinics. 

S. 2355 
At the request of Ms. CANTWELL, the 

name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. LAUTENBERG) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2355, a bill to amend the 
National Climate Program Act to en-
hance the ability of the United States 
to develop and implement climate 
change adaptation programs and poli-
cies, and for other purposes. 

S. 2356 
At the request of Mr. COLEMAN, the 

name of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. ALLARD) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2356, a bill to enhance national se-
curity by restricting access of illegal 
aliens to driver’s licenses and State- 
issued identification documents. 

S. 2372 
At the request of Mr. SMITH, the 

name of the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. DEMINT) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2372, a bill to amend the 
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the 
United States to modify the tariffs on 
certain footwear. 

S. 2400 
At the request of Mr. SESSIONS, the 

name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2400, a bill to amend title 37, United 

States Code, to require the Secretary 
of Defense to continue to pay to a 
member of the Armed Forces who is re-
tired or separated from the Armed 
Forces due to a combat-related injury 
certain bonuses that the member was 
entitled to before the retirement or 
separation and would continue to be 
entitled to if the member was not re-
tired or separated, and for other pur-
poses. 

S.J. RES. 22 
At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 

names of the Senator from Washington 
(Mrs. MURRAY), the Senator from Vir-
ginia (Mr. WEBB), and the Senator from 
Montana (Mr. TESTER) were added as 
cosponsors of S.J. Res. 22, a joint reso-
lution providing for congressional dis-
approval under chapter 8 of title 5, 
United States Code, of the rule sub-
mitted by the Centers for Medicare & 
Medicaid Services within the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services re-
lating to Medicare coverage for the use 
of erythropoiesis stimulating agents in 
cancer and related neoplastic condi-
tions. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. 
ENSIGN, Ms. STABENOW, and Mr. 
MARTINEZ): 

S. 2408. A bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to require phy-
sician utilization of the Medicare elec-
tronic prescription drug program; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, seven 
thousand Americans die every year be-
cause of preventable adverse drug 
events. Tens of thousands of more are 
injured. Meanwhile, of the three billion 
prescriptions that are written each 
year, doctors report that nearly one 
billion of them required a followup for 
clarity, costing our health care system 
billions of dollars a year. That is why 
I am pleased to join my colleagues Sen-
ator ENSIGN, Senator STABENOW and 
Senator MARTINEZ to introduce critical 
legislation to help bring our health 
care system into the 21st century 
through electronic prescribing, e-pre-
scribing, of medications in the Medi-
care program. 

The benefits of e-prescribing are 
clear and compelling. When a doctor 
‘‘writes’’ an electronic prescription, a 
computer or handheld device warns of 
potentially dangerous interactions or 
allergies or informs a physician wheth-
er a particular drug is covered by a pa-
tient’s insurance. It also tells the phy-
sician whether a chemically identical 
generic alternative is available at a 
fraction of the price. The path to a 
more modern, accountable health care 
system starts with health information 
technology. The path to robust health 
information technology starts with e- 
prescribing. 

This legislation would provide per-
manent funding for physician payment 
bonuses in Medicare to help offset the 
costs of acquiring e-prescribing sys-
tems and to incentivize the use of the 
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technology. The bill would also require 
all physicians in Medicare to use e-pre-
scribing starting in 2011—1 year later 
than the Institute of Medicine rec-
ommended in their recent study. We 
have talked long enough about using 
technology to stem perpetually rising 
health care costs and poor quality, and 
our legislation takes an important step 
to do something about it. 

I want to give particular credit to 
Mark Merritt and his team at Pharma-
ceutical Care Management Associa-
tion, PCMA, for their hard work and 
leadership. PCMA is responsible for a 
seminal study in this field, which 
showed for the first time that broader 
adoption of e-prescribing will not only 
save lives, but will also save billions of 
dollars for patients, payers and tax-
payers alike. Perhaps most impor-
tantly, PCMA created a strong and di-
verse coalition of health care stake-
holders to advocate for this legislation, 
including business, labor, consumer ad-
vocates, physicians, health plans, phar-
macists, and drug manufacturers. The 
PCMA-led coalition has worked dili-
gently on Capitol Hill in support of 
this important issue. They have edu-
cated Congress on e-prescribing and are 
helping to make sure that we get the 
policy right. 

The Medicare E–MEDS Act gets it 
right. The standards and interoper-
ability for e-prescribing are in place; 
the technology is affordable; and, most 
importantly, the dramatic benefits for 
patients and health care purchasers— 
especially the Federal Government— 
are overwhelmingly clear. This bill is a 
solid step towards addressing these im-
portant issues in the delivery of our 
Nation’s health care. It is time that 
Congress act to save lives and increase 
efficiency in America’s health care sys-
tem. 

Mr. President, I ask for unanimous 
consent that the text of the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to the printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 2408 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Medicare 
Electronic Medication and Safety Protection 
(E-MEDS) Act of 2007’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 
(1) Patient safety is an important issue and 

a priority among patients, providers, insur-
ers, businesses, and government entities 
alike. 

(2) Adverse drug events are defined by the 
Institute of Medicine as ‘‘any injury due to 
medication’’. 

(3) According to the Institute of Medicine, 
more then 1.5 million preventable adverse 
drug events occur every year in the United 
States. 

(4) Studies indicate that at least 530,000 
preventable adverse drug events occur each 
year among the Medicare population, and 
cost the Federal Government upwards of 
$887,000,000, or $1,983 per person. 

(5) Electronic prescription drug programs, 
or e-prescribing, provide for the electronic 

transmittal of prescription information from 
the prescribing health care provider to the 
dispensing pharmacy and pharmacist. 

(6) Electronic prescribing provides for-
mulary and coverage information before a 
prescription is written to better inform the 
patient and prescriber of lower cost options, 
including generics. 

(7) E-prescribing can help to eliminate 
medical errors, injuries, hospitalizations, 
and even death that can result from illegible 
prescriptions and bad drug interactions, in 
addition to reducing patient medication non- 
adherence. 

(8) The Institute of Medicine recommends 
that all physicians create a plan to imple-
ment and use e-prescribing technology by 
2010. 
SEC. 3. INCENTIVES FOR USE OF E-PRESCRIBING 

UNDER MEDICARE. 
(a) BONUS PAYMENTS.—Section 1833 of the 

Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395l) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(v) INCENTIVE PAYMENTS FOR PHYSICIAN 
USE OF E-PRESCRIBING.— 

‘‘(1) ONE-TIME BONUS FOR START-UP COSTS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary deter-

mines, based upon coding in claims sub-
mitted under this part over a duration speci-
fied by the Secretary, that a physician meets 
a threshold volume or proportion (as speci-
fied by the Secretary) of claims for physi-
cians’ services for individuals enrolled under 
this part that— 

‘‘(i) are classified (under section 1848) as 
evaluation and management services; 

‘‘(ii) include the making of a prescription 
that could under law be made using the elec-
tronic prescription drug program; and 

‘‘(iii) use the electronic prescription drug 
program for such prescription, 
the Secretary shall make a payment to the 
physician, in addition to any other payment 
under this part, of the amount specified in 
subparagraph (B). Not more than one pay-
ment may be made under this subsection 
with respect to any physician. 

‘‘(B) AMOUNT.—The payment amount under 
subparagraph (A) shall be, in the case of a 
physician that meets the conditions of sub-
paragraph (A) for a period that begins dur-
ing— 

‘‘(i) 2008 or 2009, $2,000; 
‘‘(ii) 2010 or 2011, $1,500; or 
‘‘(iii) 2012 or a subsequent year, $1,000. 
‘‘(2) ON-GOING BONUS FOR USE OF E-PRE-

SCRIBING.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary deter-

mines, based upon coding in claims sub-
mitted under this part over a period specified 
by the Secretary, that a physician uses the 
electronic prescription drug program for pre-
scribing at least a threshold volume or pro-
portion (as specified by the Secretary) of 
claims for physicians’ services for individ-
uals enrolled under this part, in addition to 
the amount of payment that would otherwise 
be made under this part for physicians’ serv-
ices by the physician that are classified as 
evaluation and management services under 
section 1848, there also shall be paid to the 
physician an amount equal to 1 percent of 
the allowed charges for such services. In ap-
plying the previous sentence, there shall not 
be taken into account claims for prescrip-
tions written for controlled substances 
which may not under law be prescribed using 
the electronic prescription drug program. 

‘‘(B) APPLICATION TO PHYSICIAN SHORTAGE 
BONUSES.—The additional payment under 
this paragraph shall be taken into account in 
applying subsections (m) and (u). 

‘‘(3) AUDITING.—Provisions applicable to 
the auditing of claims for payment and en-
forcement of false claims under this part 
shall apply to claims for payment under this 
subsection. 

‘‘(4) ELECTRONIC PRESCRIPTION DRUG PRO-
GRAM DEFINED.—In this subsection, the term 
‘electronic prescription drug program’ means 
the program established under section 1860D– 
4(e).’’. 

(b) REQUIREMENT FOR USE OF E-PRE-
SCRIBING.—Section 1848(a) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395w–8(a)) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(5) ADJUSTMENT IN FEE SCHEDULE FOR 
FAILURE TO USE E-PRESCRIBING.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), effective for physicians’ services fur-
nished on or after January 1, 2011, in the case 
of such services— 

‘‘(i) that are classified as evaluation and 
management services under this section; and 

‘‘(ii) in connection with which there was 
one or more prescriptions made that could 
have been made, but were not all made, 
under the electronic prescription drug pro-
gram, 

the fee schedule amount otherwise applica-
ble under this section shall be reduced by 10 
percent. 

‘‘(B) WAIVER.—The Secretary may waive 
the application of subparagraph (A) until 
January 1, 2012, or January 1, 2013, as speci-
fied by the Secretary, in cases of dem-
onstrated hardship or unforeseen cir-
cumstances specified by the Secretary.’’. 
SEC. 4. REPORTS ON E-PRESCRIBING. 

(a) CMS REPORT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Administrator of the Centers for Medi-
care & Medicaid Services shall submit to 
Congress a report on progress on imple-
menting e-prescribing under the Medicare 
electronic prescription drug program under 
section 1860D–4(e) of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1395w–104(e)). 

(2) ITEMS INCLUDED.—Such report shall in-
clude information on— 

(A) the percentage of Medicare physicians 
that utilize the electronic prescription drug 
program; 

(B) the estimated savings resulting from 
the use of e-prescribing; and 

(C) progress on reducing avoidable medical 
errors resulting from the use of e-pre-
scribing. 

(b) GAO REPORT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
shall submit to Congress a report on the im-
pact of implementation of such program on 
physicians. 

(2) ITEMS INCLUDED.—Such report shall in-
clude information on— 

(A) factors influencing the adopting of e- 
prescribing by physicians; and 

(B) the impact of this Act on physicians 
practicing in individual or small group prac-
tices and on physicians practicing in rural 
areas. 

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself and 
Mr. OBAMA): 

S. 2411. A bill to require the estab-
lishment of a credit card safety star 
rating system for the benefit of con-
sumers, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, And 
Urban Affairs. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, credit 
card debt is hitting American families 
like a wrecking ball, with our families 
already being hammered by sky-
rocketing fuel prices and the subprime 
mortgage mess. We have seen credit 
card debt go up almost 25 percent in 
the last 3 years. I have brought to the 
floor a typical credit card agreement 
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that millions of our citizens enter into. 
It is 44 pages long. You can’t see it 
from the chair, but it goes on and on 
and on with small print. It is very obvi-
ous to me that buried in all of this 
legalese, buried in all of this technical 
jargon, is a variety of sneaky terms 
that end up hurting consumers because 
it is not possible to understand what is 
in much of the key provisions of these 
agreements. For example, we under-
stand folks in New Jersey, Oregon, or 
anywhere else pay a lot of attention to 
the interest rate provision. They pay a 
lot of attention to the annual fee provi-
sion. But they don’t notice a lot of the 
little disclosures that end up hidden in 
the legalese that can end up making 
the real cost of credit significantly 
higher. 

Last week, I met with students 
across the State of Oregon. A lot of 
them, with the financial aid cutbacks, 
are now walking on an economic tight-
rope. They balance their food bills 
against their fuel bills and their fuel 
bills against their housing costs. They 
are on an economic tightrope. They are 
getting buried in credit card debt. Very 
often they find, for example, that if 
they have a credit card, and they are 
late on another payment with someone 
else, their credit card interest rate 
ends up going up as a result. There 
may be a small provision in their exist-
ing credit card agreement that allows 
it, but nobody, for the most part, 
knows about it. 

Students would say their interest 
rates would double almost overnight 
with virtually no notice. They would 
not be given any clear communication 
about what is going on. They would 
just find their costs would arbitrarily 
skyrocket, and they would again be un-
able to pay their bills. 

Now, I recognize in a free society 
folks have a constitutional right to be 
foolish, to rack up charges that would 
not be wise, but they can do so anyway 
in a free society. I do not think most 
people will do that, certainly not the 
students I met with in Oregon last 
week, if it is possible to understand the 
terms of these credit cards in straight-
forward, plain and simple English rath-
er than see the key provisions buried in 
all kinds of legalese that you would 
have to be a wizard to sort out. 

So I am proposing today, with the 
support of our colleague, Senator 
OBAMA from Illinois, that the Federal 
Reserve, which has great expertise in 
this area, set up a safety rating system 
for credit cards—not one that evalu-
ates credit card companies on provi-
sions that are appropriately evaluated 
in the marketplace, but on safety mat-
ters—for example, whether a credit 
card company gives the consumer ade-
quate notice before they change terms; 
whether, for example, they highlight 
the key kinds of changes rather than 
bury them in the small print. 

I think the Federal Reserve, with the 
technical expertise they have and the 
independent judgment they bring to 
these financial questions, is the ideal 

place to develop and operate a safety 
rating system. Such a system has 
worked quite well for new cars. When 
you have a rating system for cars, peo-
ple can understand how they would be 
protected in a crash. The legislation I 
am offering will tell people whether 
credit card companies are treating 
them fairly and disclosing the key pro-
visions so that a free market can work. 

So under the rating system I propose 
today with Senator OBAMA, it would be 
required for credit card companies to 
put on the card itself, put on the var-
ious promotional materials they are 
using, stars which, in effect, would be 
granted on the basis of the Federal Re-
serve’s independent judgment as to 
whether the key safety criteria are 
being met. 

I am very hopeful that at a time 
when our citizens are being pounded by 
powerful economic forces, particularly 
in the energy and housing field, there 
could at least be bipartisan agreement 
that the Senate could support trans-
parency, disclosure, changes in the 
credit card business, so our con-
sumers—and millions are using these 
credit cards during this holiday sea-
son—can understand the agreements 
they are getting into. 

The students I met with last week 
are taking steps now to better police 
what is going on in the credit card 
field. On several campuses in Oregon, 
they have moved the credit card com-
panies off campus. Yet the credit card 
companies continue to flood the stu-
dents with promotional material. 

I was told, for example, about one 
program where students were brought 
into a room where money was essen-
tially floating in the air, where it was 
as if you would be going to a financial 
paradise if you just signed up for one of 
these credit card agreements. 

I am not proposing heavy-handed reg-
ulation. I am not proposing one-size- 
fits-all government. I am proposing 
that an agency with the expertise to 
make sure there is disclosure, that the 
forms and agreements are printed in 
simple English—that that kind of in-
formation be rewarded in the market-
place. If companies are not willing to 
do it, the American people could find 
that out as well. 

That is the kind of simple, straight-
forward approach—with disclosure, 
transparency, in simple English—that 
makes sense for the digital age. With 
the Federal Reserve completing that 
first safety rating, all Americans could 
get that kind of information quickly 
and conveniently. That is what is in 
the interest of the American people 
with respect to this credit card debt 
issue at a critical time. 

I hope my colleagues will support the 
legislation I introduce today with Sen-
ator OBAMA. 

By Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself, 
Ms. COLLINS, Mr. OBAMA, Mr. 
DURBIN, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. 
BIDEN, Mr. DODD, and Mr. 
KERRY): 

S. 2412. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to reform the sys-
tem of public financing for Presidential 
elections, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, today 
I will reintroduce a bill to repair and 
strengthen the presidential public fi-
nancing system. Bipartisan support is 
a key element of successful campaign 
finance reform efforts, and I am there-
fore delighted that the junior Senator 
from Maine, Sen. COLLINS, has agreed 
to be the principal cosponsor of the 
bill. 

The Presidential Funding Act of 2007 
will ensure that this system will con-
tinue to fulfill its promise in the 21st 
century. The bill will take effect in 
January 2009, so it will first apply in 
the 2012 presidential election. 

The presidential public financing sys-
tem was put into place in the wake of 
the Watergate scandals as part of the 
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1974. 
It was held to be constitutional by the 
Supreme Court in Buckley v. Valeo. 
The system, of course, is voluntary, as 
the Supreme Court required in Buck-
ley. Every major party nominee for 
President since 1976 has participated in 
the system for the general election 
and, prior to 2000, every major party 
nominee had participated in the sys-
tem for the primary election as well. 

In the 2004 election, President Bush 
and two Democratic candidates, How-
ard Dean and the eventual nominee 
JOHN KERRY, opted out of the system 
for the presidential primaries. Presi-
dent Bush and Senator KERRY elected 
to take the taxpayer-funded grant in 
the general election. President Bush 
also opted out of the system for the Re-
publican primaries in 2000 but accepted 
the general election grant. Several of 
the leading candidates for President in 
the 2008 election are not participating 
in the primary system, and it remains 
to be seen whether either major party 
candidate will accept public funds in 
the general election. 

It is unfortunate that the matching 
funds system for the primaries has be-
come less practicable. The system pro-
tects the integrity of the electoral 
process by allowing candidates to run 
viable campaigns without becoming 
overly dependent on private donors. 
The system has worked well in the 
past, and it is worth repairing so that 
it can work in the future. If we don’t 
repair it, the pressures on candidates 
to opt out will increase until the sys-
tem collapses from disuse. 

This bill makes changes to both the 
primary and general election public fi-
nancing system to address the weak-
nesses and problems that have been 
identified by participants in the sys-
tem, experts on the presidential elec-
tion financing process, and an elec-
torate that is increasingly dismayed by 
the influence of money in politics. 
First and most important, it elimi-
nates the state-by-state primary spend-
ing limits in the current law and sub-
stantially increases the overall pri-
mary spending limit from the current 
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limit of approximately $45 million to 
$150 million, of which up to $100 million 
can be spent before April 1 of the elec-
tion year. This should make the sys-
tem much more viable for serious can-
didates facing opponents who are capa-
ble of raising significant sums outside 
the system. The bill also makes avail-
able substantially more public money 
for participating candidates by increas-
ing the match of small contributions 
from 1:1 to 4:1. 

One very important provision of this 
bill ties the primary and general elec-
tion systems together and requires 
candidates to make a single decision 
on whether to participate. Candidates 
who opt out of the primary system and 
decide to rely solely on private money 
cannot return to the system for the 
general election. Candidates must com-
mit to participate in the system in the 
general election if they want to receive 
Federal matching funds in the pri-
maries. The bill also increases the 
spending limits for participating can-
didates in the primaries who face a 
nonparticipating opponent if that op-
ponent raises more than 20 percent 
more than the spending limit. This pro-
vides some protection against being far 
outspent by a nonparticipating oppo-
nent. Additional grants of public 
money are also available to partici-
pating candidates who face a non-
participating candidate spending sub-
stantially more than the spending 
limit. 

The bill also sets the general election 
spending limit at $100 million, indexed 
for inflation. If a general election can-
didate does not participate in the sys-
tem and spends more than 20 percent 
more than the combined primary and 
general election spending limits, a par-
ticipating opposing candidate will re-
ceive a grant equal to twice the general 
election spending limit. 

This bill also addresses what some 
have called the ‘‘gap’’ between the pri-
mary and general election seasons. 
Presumptive presidential nominees 
have emerged earlier in the election 
year over the life of the public financ-
ing system. This has led to some nomi-
nees being essentially out of money be-
tween the time that they nail down the 
nomination and the convention where 
they are formally nominated and be-
come eligible for the general election 
grant. For a few cycles, soft money 
raised by the parties filled in that gap, 
but the Bipartisan Campaign Reform 
Act of 2002 fortunately has now closed 
that loophole. This bill allows can-
didates who are still in the primary 
race as of April 1 to spend an addi-
tional $50 million until funds for the 
general election are made available. In 
addition, the bill allows the political 
parties to spend up to $25 million be-
tween April 1 and the date that a can-
didate is nominated and an additional 
$25 million after the nomination. The 
total amount of $50 million is over 
three times the amount allowed under 
current law. This should allow the 
‘‘gap’’ to be more than adequately 
filled. 

Obviously, these changes make this a 
more generous system. So the bill also 
makes the requirement for qualifying 
more difficult. To be eligible for 
matching funds, a candidate must raise 
$25,000 in matchable contributions—up 
to $200 for each donor—in at least 20 
States. That is five times the threshold 
under current law. 

The bill also makes a number of 
changes in the system to reflect the 
changes in our presidential races over 
the past several decades. For one thing, 
it makes matching funds available 
starting 6 months before the date of 
the first primary or caucus, that’s ap-
proximately 6 months earlier than is 
currently the case. For another, it sets 
a single date for release of the public 
grants for the general election—the 
Friday before Labor Day. This address-
es an inequity in the current system, 
under which the general election 
grants are released after each nomi-
nating convention, which can be sev-
eral weeks apart. 

The bill also prohibits Federal elect-
ed officials and candidates from solic-
iting soft money for use in funding the 
party conventions and requires presi-
dential candidates to disclose bundled 
contributions. The bundling provision 
builds on a provision contained in eth-
ics and lobbying reform bill enacted 
earlier this year. It requires presi-
dential candidates to disclose all 
bundlers of $50,000 or more. 

The purpose of this bill is to improve 
the campaign finance system, not to 
advance one party’s interests. In fact, 
this is an excellent time to make 
changes in the Presidential public 
funding system. The 2008 presidential 
campaign, which is already underway, 
will undoubtedly be the most expensive 
in history. A number of candidates 
from both parties have opted out of the 
primary matching funds system, and 
some experts predict that one or both 
major party nominees will even refuse 
public grants for the general election 
period. It is too late to make the 
changes needed to repair the system 
for the 2008 election. But if we act now, 
we can make sure that an updated and 
revised system is in place for the 2012 
election. If we act now, I am certain 
that the 2008 campaign cycle will con-
firm our foresight. If we do nothing, 
2008 will continue and accelerate the 
slide of the current system into 
irrelevancy. 

Fixing the presidential public financ-
ing system will cost money, but our 
best calculations at the present time 
indicate that the changes to the sys-
tem in this bill can be paid for by rais-
ing the income tax check-off on an in-
dividual return from $3 to just $10. The 
total cost of the changes to the system, 
based on data from the 2004 elections, 
is projected to be around $365 million 
over the 4-year election cycle. To offset 
that increased cost, this bill first 
amends the Energy Policy Act of 2005 
to allow the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment to implement new user fees for 
processing oil and gas permits. It also 

amends the Geothermal Steam Act of 
1970 to increase the yearly mainte-
nance fee and one-time location fee for 
holders of more than 10 mining claims 
on federal land to $150 and $50 per 
claim, respectively, and imposes a 4 
percent royalty on the gross income 
from mining on existing claims. Fi-
nally, it amends the Public Rangelands 
Improvement Act of 1978 to use a 
state’s fee formula to establish the 
grazing fees for federal land in that 
state. 

Though the numbers are large, this is 
actually a very small investment to 
make to protect our democracy and 
preserve the integrity of our presi-
dential elections. The American people 
do not want to see a return to the pre- 
Watergate days of unlimited spending 
on presidential elections and can-
didates entirely beholden to private do-
nors. We must act to ensure the fair-
ness of our elections and the confidence 
of our citizens in the process by repair-
ing the cornerstone of the Watergate 
reforms. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill and a sec-
tion-by-section analysis be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 2412 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Presidential Funding Act of 2007’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Revisions to system of Presidential 

primary matching payments. 
Sec. 3. Requiring participation in primary 

payment system as condition of 
eligibility for general election 
payments. 

Sec. 4. Revisions to expenditure limits. 
Sec. 5. Additional payments and increased 

expenditure limits for can-
didates participating in public 
financing who face certain non-
participating opponents. 

Sec. 6. Establishment of uniform date for re-
lease of payments from Presi-
dential Election Campaign 
Fund to eligible candidates. 

Sec. 7. Revisions to designation of income 
tax payments by individual tax-
payers. 

Sec. 8. Amounts in Presidential Election 
Campaign Fund. 

Sec. 9. Regulation of convention financing. 
Sec. 10. Disclosure of bundled contributions 

to presidential campaigns. 
Sec. 11. Repeal of priority in use of funds for 

political conventions. 
Sec. 12. Offsets. 
Sec. 13. Effective date. 
SEC. 2. REVISIONS TO SYSTEM OF PRESIDENTIAL 

PRIMARY MATCHING PAYMENTS. 
(a) INCREASE IN MATCHING PAYMENTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 9034(a) of the In-

ternal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended— 
(A) by striking ‘‘an amount equal to the 

amount’’ and inserting ‘‘an amount equal to 
400 percent of the amount’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘$250’’ and inserting ‘‘$200’’. 
(2) ADDITIONAL MATCHING PAYMENTS FOR 

CANDIDATES AFTER MARCH 31 OF THE ELECTION 
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YEAR.—Section 9034(b) of such Code is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(b) ADDITIONAL PAYMENTS FOR CAN-
DIDATES AFTER MARCH 31 OF THE ELECTION 
YEAR.—In addition to any payment under 
subsection (a), an individual who is a can-
didate after March 31 of the calendar year in 
which the presidential election is held and 
who is eligible to receive payments under 
section 9033 shall be entitled to payments 
under section 9037 in an amount equal to the 
amount of each contribution received by 
such individual after March 31 of the cal-
endar year in which such presidential elec-
tion is held, disregarding any amount of con-
tributions from any person to the extent 
that the total of the amounts contributed by 
such person after such date exceeds $200.’’. 

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 9034 
of such Code, as amended by paragraph (2), is 
amended— 

(A) by striking the last sentence of sub-
section (a); and 

(B) by inserting after subsection (b) the 
following new subsection: 

‘‘(c) CONTRIBUTION DEFINED.—For purposes 
of this section and section 9033(b), the term 
‘contribution’ means a gift of money made 
by a written instrument which identifies the 
person making the contribution by full name 
and mailing address, but does not include a 
subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of 
money, or anything of value or anything de-
scribed in subparagraph (B), (C), or (D) of 
section 9032(4).’’. 

(b) ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS.— 
(1) AMOUNT OF AGGREGATE CONTRIBUTIONS 

PER STATE.—Section 9033(b)(3) of such Code is 
amended by striking ‘‘$5,000’’ and inserting 
‘‘$25,000’’. 

(2) AMOUNT OF INDIVIDUAL CONTRIBUTIONS.— 
Section 9033(b)(4) of such Code is amended by 
striking ‘‘$250’’ and inserting ‘‘$200’’. 

(3) PARTICIPATION IN SYSTEM FOR PAYMENTS 
FOR GENERAL ELECTION.—Section 9033(b) of 
such Code is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (3); 

(B) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (4) and inserting ‘‘, and’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(5) if the candidate is nominated by a po-
litical party for election to the office of 
President, the candidate will apply for and 
accept payments with respect to the general 
election for such office in accordance with 
chapter 95, including the requirement that 
the candidate and the candidate’s authorized 
committees will not incur qualified cam-
paign expenses in excess of the aggregate 
payments to which they will be entitled 
under section 9004.’’. 

(c) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY OF PAY-
MENTS.—Section 9032(6) of such Code is 
amended by striking ‘‘the beginning of the 
calendar year in which a general election for 
the office of President of the United States 
will be held’’ and inserting ‘‘the date that is 
6 months prior to the date of the earliest 
State primary election’’. 
SEC. 3. REQUIRING PARTICIPATION IN PRIMARY 

PAYMENT SYSTEM AS CONDITION OF 
ELIGIBILITY FOR GENERAL ELEC-
TION PAYMENTS. 

(a) MAJOR PARTY CANDIDATES.—Section 
9003(b) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) 
as paragraphs (2) and (3); and 

(2) by inserting before paragraph (2) (as so 
redesignated) the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(1) the candidate received payments under 
chapter 96 for the campaign for nomina-
tion;’’. 

(b) MINOR PARTY CANDIDATES.—Section 
9003(c) of such Code is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) 
as paragraphs (2) and (3); and 

(2) by inserting before paragraph (2) (as so 
redesignated) the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(1) the candidate received payments under 
chapter 96 for the campaign for nomina-
tion;’’. 
SEC. 4. REVISIONS TO EXPENDITURE LIMITS. 

(a) INCREASE IN EXPENDITURE LIMITS FOR 
PARTICIPATING CANDIDATES; ELIMINATION OF 
STATE-SPECIFIC LIMITS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 315(b)(1) of the 
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 
U.S.C. 441a(b)(1)) is amended by striking 
‘‘may make expenditures in excess of’’ and 
all that follows and inserting ‘‘may make ex-
penditures— 

‘‘(A) with respect to a campaign for nomi-
nation for election to such office— 

‘‘(i) in excess of $100,000,000 before April 1 
of the calendar year in which the presi-
dential election is held; and 

‘‘(ii) in excess of $150,000,000 before the date 
described in section 9006(b) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986; and 

‘‘(B) with respect to a campaign for elec-
tion to such office, in excess of $100,000,000.’’. 

(2) CLERICAL CORRECTION.—Section 
9004(a)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 is amended by striking ‘‘section 
320(b)(1)(B) of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971’’ and inserting ‘‘section 
315(b)(1)(B) of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971’’. 

(b) INCREASE IN LIMIT ON COORDINATED 
PARTY EXPENDITURES.—Section 315(d)(2) of 
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 
U.S.C. 441a(d)(2)) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(2)(A) The national committee of a polit-
ical party may not make any expenditure in 
connection with the general election cam-
paign of any candidate for President of the 
United States who is affiliated with such 
party which exceeds $25,000,000. 

‘‘(B) Notwithstanding the limitation under 
subparagraph (A), during the period begin-
ning on April 1 of the year in which a presi-
dential election is held and ending on the 
date described in section 9006(b) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986, the national com-
mittee of a political party may make addi-
tional expenditures in connection with the 
general election campaign of a candidate for 
President of the United States who is affili-
ated with such party in an amount not to ex-
ceed $25,000,000. 

‘‘(C)(i) Notwithstanding subparagraph (B) 
or the limitation under subparagraph (A), if 
any nonparticipating primary candidate 
(within the meaning of subsection (b)(3)) af-
filiated with the national committee of a po-
litical party receives contributions or makes 
expenditures with respect to such can-
didate’s campaign in an aggregate amount 
greater than 120 percent of the expenditure 
limitation in effect under subsection 
(b)(1)(A)(ii), then, during the period de-
scribed in clause (ii), the national committee 
of any other political party may make ex-
penditures in connection with the general 
election campaign of a candidate for Presi-
dent of the United States who is affiliated 
with such other party without limitation. 

‘‘(ii) The period described in this clause is 
the period— 

‘‘(I) beginning on the later of April 1 of the 
year in which a presidential election is held 
or the date on which such nonparticipating 
primary candidate first receives contribu-
tions or makes expenditures in the aggregate 
amount described in clause (i); and 

‘‘(II) ending on the earlier of the date such 
nonparticipating primary candidate ceases 
to be a candidate for nomination to the of-
fice of President of the United States and is 
not a candidate for such office or the date 
described in section 9006(b) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986. 

‘‘(iii) If the nonparticipating primary can-
didate described in clause (i) ceases to be a 
candidate for nomination to the office of 
President of the United States and is not a 
candidate for such office, clause (i) shall not 
apply and the limitations under subpara-
graphs (A) and (B) shall apply. It shall not be 
considered to be a violation of this Act if the 
application of the preceding sentence results 
in the national committee of a political 
party violating the limitations under sub-
paragraphs (A) and (B) solely by reason of 
expenditures made by such national com-
mittee during the period in which clause (i) 
applied. 

‘‘(D) For purposes of this paragraph— 
‘‘(i) any expenditure made by or on behalf 

of a national committee of a political party 
and in connection with a presidential elec-
tion shall be considered to be made in con-
nection with the general election campaign 
of a candidate for President of the United 
States who is affiliated with such party; and 

‘‘(ii) any communication made by or on be-
half of such party shall be considered to be 
made in connection with the general election 
campaign of a candidate for President of the 
United States who is affiliated with such 
party if any portion of the communication is 
in connection with such election. 

‘‘(E) Any expenditure under this paragraph 
shall be in addition to any expenditure by a 
national committee of a political party serv-
ing as the principal campaign committee of 
a candidate for the office of President of the 
United States.’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS RELATING TO 
TIMING OF COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 315(c)(1) of such 
Act (2 U.S.C. 441a(c)(1)) is amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘(b), 
(d),’’ and inserting ‘‘(d)(3)’’; and 

(B) by inserting at the end the following 
new subparagraph: 

‘‘(D) In any calendar year after 2008— 
‘‘(i) a limitation established by subsection 

(b) or (d)(2) shall be increased by the percent 
difference determined under subparagraph 
(A); 

‘‘(ii) each amount so increased shall re-
main in effect for the calendar year; and 

‘‘(iii) if any amount after adjustment 
under clause (i) is not a multiple of $100, 
such amount shall be rounded to the nearest 
multiple of $100.’’. 

(2) BASE YEAR.—Section 315(c)(2)(B) of such 
Act (2 U.S.C. 441a(c)(2)(B)) is amended— 

(A) in clause (i)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘subsections (b) and (d)’’ 

and inserting ‘‘subsection (d)(3)’’; and 
(ii) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end; 
(B) in clause (ii), by striking the period at 

the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following new 

clause: 
‘‘(iii) for purposes of subsection (b) and 

(d)(2), calendar year 2007.’’. 
(d) REPEAL OF EXCLUSION OF FUNDRAISING 

COSTS FROM TREATMENT AS EXPENDITURES.— 
Section 301(9)(B)(vi) of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431(9)(B)(vi)) 
is amended by striking ‘‘in excess of an 
amount equal to 20 percent of the expendi-
ture limitation applicable to such candidate 
under section 315(b)’’ and inserting the fol-
lowing: ‘‘who is seeking nomination for elec-
tion or election to the office of President or 
Vice President of the United States’’. 
SEC. 5. ADDITIONAL PAYMENTS AND INCREASED 

EXPENDITURE LIMITS FOR CAN-
DIDATES PARTICIPATING IN PUBLIC 
FINANCING WHO FACE CERTAIN 
NONPARTICIPATING OPPONENTS. 

(a) CANDIDATES IN PRIMARY ELECTIONS.— 
(1) ADDITIONAL PAYMENTS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 9034 of the Inter-

nal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended by sec-
tion 2, is amended by redesignating sub-
section (c) as subsection (d) and by inserting 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S14793 December 5, 2007 
after subsection (b) the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(c) ADDITIONAL PAYMENTS FOR CAN-
DIDATES FACING NONPARTICIPATING OPPO-
NENTS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to any pay-
ments provided under subsections (a) and (b), 
each candidate described in paragraph (2) 
shall be entitled to— 

‘‘(A) a payment under section 9037 in an 
amount equal to the amount of each con-
tribution received by such candidate on or 
after the beginning of the calendar year pre-
ceding the calendar year of the presidential 
election with respect to which such can-
didate is seeking nomination and before the 
qualifying date, disregarding any amount of 
contributions from any person to the extent 
that the total of the amounts contributed by 
such person exceeds $200, and 

‘‘(B) payments under section 9037 in an 
amount equal to the amount of each con-
tribution received by such candidate on or 
after the qualifying date, disregarding any 
amount of contributions from any person to 
the extent that the total of the amounts con-
tributed by such person exceeds $200. 

‘‘(2) CANDIDATES TO WHOM THIS SUBSECTION 
APPLIES.—A candidate is described in this 
paragraph if such candidate— 

‘‘(A) is eligible to receive payments under 
section 9033, and 

‘‘(B) is opposed by a nonparticipating pri-
mary candidate of the same political party 
who receives contributions or makes expend-
itures with respect to the campaign— 

‘‘(i) before April 1 of the year in which the 
presidential election is held, in an aggregate 
amount greater than 120 percent of the ex-
penditure limitation under section 
315(b)(1)(A)(i) of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971, or 

‘‘(ii) before the date described in section 
9006(b), in an aggregate amount greater than 
120 percent of the expenditure limitation 
under section 315(b)(1)(A)(ii) of such Act. 

‘‘(3) NONPARTICIPATING PRIMARY CAN-
DIDATE.—In this subsection, the term ‘non-
participating primary candidate’ means a 
candidate for nomination for election for the 
office of President who is not eligible under 
section 9033 to receive payments from the 
Secretary under this chapter. 

‘‘(4) QUALIFYING DATE.—In this subsection, 
the term ‘qualifying date’ means the first 
date on which the contributions received or 
expenditures made by the nonparticipating 
primary candidate described in paragraph 
(2)(B) exceed the amount described under ei-
ther clause (i) or clause (ii) of such para-
graph.’’. 

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
9034(b) of such Code, as amended by section 2, 
is amended by striking ‘‘subsection (a)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘subsections (a) and (c)’’. 

(2) INCREASE IN EXPENDITURE LIMIT.—Sec-
tion 315(b) of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a(b)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para-
graph: 

‘‘(3)(A) In the case of an eligible candidate, 
each of the limitations under clause (i) and 
(ii) of paragraph (1)(A) shall be increased— 

‘‘(i) by $50,000,000, if any nonparticipating 
primary candidate of the same political 
party as such candidate receives contribu-
tions or makes expenditures with respect to 
the campaign in an aggregate amount great-
er than 120 percent of the expenditure limita-
tion applicable to eligible candidates under 
clause (i) or (ii) of paragraph (1)(A) (before 
the application of this clause), and 

‘‘(ii) by $100,000,000, if such nonpartici-
pating primary candidate receives contribu-
tions or makes expenditures with respect to 
the campaign in an aggregate amount great-
er than 120 percent of the expenditure limita-
tion applicable to eligible candidates under 

clause (i) or (ii) of paragraph (1)(A) after the 
application of clause (i). 

‘‘(B) Each dollar amount under subpara-
graph (A) shall be considered a limitation 
under this subsection for purposes of sub-
section (c). 

‘‘(C) In this paragraph, the term ‘eligible 
candidate’ means, with respect to any pe-
riod, a candidate— 

‘‘(i) who is eligible to receive payments 
under section 9033 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986; 

‘‘(ii) who is opposed by a nonparticipating 
primary candidate; and 

‘‘(iii) with respect to whom the Commis-
sion has given notice under section 
304(j)(1)(B)(i). 

‘‘(D) In this paragraph, the term ‘non-
participating primary candidate’ means, 
with respect to any eligible candidate, a can-
didate for nomination for election for the of-
fice of President who is not eligible under 
section 9033 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to receive payments from the Secretary 
of the Treasury under chapter 96 of such 
Code.’’. 

(b) CANDIDATES IN GENERAL ELECTIONS.— 
(1) ADDITIONAL PAYMENTS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 9004(a)(1) of the 

Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended— 
(i) by striking ‘‘(1) The eligible candidates’’ 

and inserting ‘‘(1)(A) Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the eligible candidates’’; 
and 

(ii) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

‘‘(B) In addition to the payments described 
in subparagraph (A), each eligible candidate 
of a major party in a presidential election 
with an opponent in the election who is not 
eligible to receive payments under section 
9006 and who receives contributions or makes 
expenditures with respect to the primary and 
general elections in an aggregate amount 
greater than 120 percent of the combined ex-
penditure limitations applicable to eligible 
candidates under section 315(b)(1) of the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 shall be 
entitled to an equal payment under section 
9006 in an amount equal to 100 percent of the 
expenditure limitation applicable under such 
section with respect to a campaign for elec-
tion to the office of President.’’. 

(B) SPECIAL RULE FOR MINOR PARTY CAN-
DIDATES.—Section 9004(a)(2)(A) of such Code 
is amended— 

(i) by striking ‘‘(A) The eligible can-
didates’’ and inserting ‘‘(A)(i) Except as pro-
vided in clause (ii), the eligible candidates’’; 
and 

(ii) by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

‘‘(ii) In addition to the payments described 
in clause (i), each eligible candidate of a 
minor party in a presidential election with 
an opponent in the election who is not eligi-
ble to receive payments under section 9006 
and who receives contributions or makes ex-
penditures with respect to the primary and 
general elections in an aggregate amount 
greater than 120 percent of the combined ex-
penditure limitations applicable to eligible 
candidates under section 315(b)(1) of the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 shall be 
entitled to an equal payment under section 
9006 in an amount equal to 100 percent of the 
payment to which such candidate is entitled 
under clause (i).’’. 

(2) EXCLUSION OF ADDITIONAL PAYMENT 
FROM DETERMINATION OF EXPENDITURE LIM-
ITS.—Section 315(b) of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a(b)), as 
amended by subsection (a), is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para-
graph: 

‘‘(4) In the case of a candidate who is eligi-
ble to receive payments under section 
9004(a)(1)(B) or 9004(a)(2)(A)(ii) of the Inter-

nal Revenue Code of 1986, the limitation 
under paragraph (1)(B) shall be increased by 
the amount of such payments received by 
the candidate.’’. 

(c) PROCESS FOR DETERMINATION OF ELIGI-
BILITY FOR ADDITIONAL PAYMENT AND IN-
CREASED EXPENDITURE LIMITS.—Section 304 
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 
(2 U.S.C. 434) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(j) REPORTING AND CERTIFICATION FOR AD-
DITIONAL PUBLIC FINANCING PAYMENTS FOR 
CANDIDATES.— 

‘‘(1) PRIMARY CANDIDATES.— 
‘‘(A) NOTIFICATION OF EXPENDITURES BY IN-

ELIGIBLE CANDIDATES.— 
‘‘(i) EXPENDITURES IN EXCESS OF 120 PER-

CENT OF LIMIT.—If a candidate for a nomina-
tion for election for the office of President 
who is not eligible to receive payments 
under section 9033 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 receives contributions or makes 
expenditures with respect to the primary 
election in an aggregate amount greater 
than 120 percent of the expenditure limita-
tion applicable to eligible candidates under 
clause (i) or (ii) of section 315(b)(1)(A), the 
candidate shall notify the Commission in 
writing that the candidate has received ag-
gregate contributions or made aggregate ex-
penditures in such an amount not later than 
24 hours after first receiving aggregate con-
tributions or making aggregate expenditures 
in such an amount. 

‘‘(ii) EXPENDITURES IN EXCESS OF 120 PER-
CENT OF INCREASED LIMIT.—If a candidate for 
a nomination for election for the office of 
President who is not eligible to receive pay-
ments under section 9033 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 receives contributions or 
makes expenditures with respect to the pri-
mary election in an aggregate amount great-
er than 120 percent of the expenditure limita-
tion applicable to eligible candidates under 
section 315(b) after the application of para-
graph (3)(A)(i) thereof, the candidate shall 
notify the Commission in writing that the 
candidate has received aggregate contribu-
tions or made aggregate expenditures in such 
an amount not later than 24 hours after first 
receiving aggregate contributions or making 
aggregate expenditures in such an amount. 

‘‘(B) CERTIFICATION.—Not later than 24 
hours after receiving any written notice 
under subparagraph (A) from a candidate, 
the Commission shall— 

‘‘(i) certify to the Secretary of the Treas-
ury that opponents of the candidate are eli-
gible for additional payments under section 
9034(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986; 

‘‘(ii) notify each opponent of the candidate 
who is eligible to receive payments under 
section 9033 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 of the amount of the increased limita-
tion on expenditures which applies pursuant 
to section 315(b)(3); and 

‘‘(iii) in the case of a notice under subpara-
graph (A)(i), notify the national committee 
of each political party (other than the polit-
ical party with which the candidate is affili-
ated) of the inapplicability of expenditure 
limits under section 315(d)(2) pursuant to 
subparagraph (C) thereof. 

‘‘(2) GENERAL ELECTION CANDIDATES.— 
‘‘(A) NOTIFICATION OF EXPENDITURES BY IN-

ELIGIBLE CANDIDATES.—If a candidate in a 
presidential election who is not eligible to 
receive payments under section 9006 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 receives con-
tributions or makes expenditures with re-
spect to the primary and general elections in 
an aggregate amount greater than 120 per-
cent of the combined expenditure limitations 
applicable to eligible candidates under sec-
tion 315(b)(1), the candidate shall notify the 
Commission in writing that the candidate 
has received aggregate contributions or 
made aggregate expenditures in such an 
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amount not later than 24 hours after first re-
ceiving aggregate contributions or making 
aggregate expenditures in such an amount. 

‘‘(B) CERTIFICATION.—Not later than 24 
hours after receiving a written notice under 
subparagraph (A), the Commission shall cer-
tify to the Secretary of the Treasury for pay-
ment to any eligible candidate who is enti-
tled to an additional payment under para-
graph (1)(B) or (2)(A)(ii) of section 9004(a) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 that the 
candidate is entitled to payment in full of 
the additional payment under such section.’’. 
SEC. 6. ESTABLISHMENT OF UNIFORM DATE FOR 

RELEASE OF PAYMENTS FROM PRES-
IDENTIAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN 
FUND TO ELIGIBLE CANDIDATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The first sentence of sec-
tion 9006(b) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 is amended to read as follows: ‘‘If the 
Secretary of the Treasury receives a certifi-
cation from the Commission under section 
9005 for payment to the eligible candidates of 
a political party, the Secretary shall, on the 
last Friday occurring before the first Mon-
day in September, pay to such candidates of 
the fund the amount certified by the Com-
mission.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The first 
sentence of section 9006(c) of such Code is 
amended by striking ‘‘the time of a certifi-
cation by the Comptroller General under sec-
tion 9005 for payment’’ and inserting ‘‘the 
time of making a payment under subsection 
(b)’’. 
SEC. 7. REVISIONS TO DESIGNATION OF INCOME 

TAX PAYMENTS BY INDIVIDUAL TAX-
PAYERS. 

(a) INCREASE IN AMOUNT DESIGNATED.—Sec-
tion 6096(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘$3’’ 
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘$10’’; 
and 

(2) in the second sentence— 
(A) by striking ‘‘$6’’ and inserting ‘‘$20’’; 

and 
(B) by striking ‘‘$3’’ and inserting ‘‘$10’’. 
(b) INDEXING.—Section 6096 of such Code is 

amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(d) INDEXING OF AMOUNT DESIGNATED.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—With respect to each tax-

able year after 2008, each amount referred to 
in subsection (a) shall be increased by the 
percent difference described in paragraph (2), 
except that if any such amount after such an 
increase is not a multiple of $1, such amount 
shall be rounded to the nearest multiple of 
$1. 

‘‘(2) PERCENT DIFFERENCE DESCRIBED.—The 
percent difference described in this para-
graph with respect to a taxable year is the 
percent difference determined under section 
315(c)(1)(A) of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 with respect to the calendar year 
during which the taxable year begins, except 
that the base year involved shall be 2008.’’. 

(c) ENSURING TAX PREPARATION SOFTWARE 
DOES NOT PROVIDE AUTOMATIC RESPONSE TO 
DESIGNATION QUESTION.—Section 6096 of such 
Code, as amended by subsection (b), is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(e) ENSURING TAX PREPARATION SOFTWARE 
DOES NOT PROVIDE AUTOMATIC RESPONSE TO 
DESIGNATION QUESTION.—The Secretary shall 
promulgate regulations to ensure that elec-
tronic software used in the preparation or 
filing of individual income tax returns does 
not automatically accept or decline a des-
ignation of a payment under this section.’’. 

(d) PUBLIC INFORMATION PROGRAM ON DES-
IGNATION.—Section 6096 of such Code, as 
amended by subsections (b) and (c), is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(f) PUBLIC INFORMATION PROGRAM.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Federal Election 
Commission shall conduct a program to in-
form and educate the public regarding the 
purposes of the Presidential Election Cam-
paign Fund, the procedures for the designa-
tion of payments under this section, and the 
effect of such a designation on the income 
tax liability of taxpayers. 

‘‘(2) USE OF FUNDS FOR PROGRAM.—Amounts 
in the Presidential Election Campaign Fund 
shall be made available to the Federal Elec-
tion Commission to carry out the program 
under this subsection, except that the 
amount made available for this purpose may 
not exceed $10,000,000 with respect to any 
Presidential election cycle. In this para-
graph, a ‘Presidential election cycle’ is the 4- 
year period beginning with January of the 
year following a Presidential election.’’. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 8. AMOUNTS IN PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION 

CAMPAIGN FUND. 
(a) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNTS IN FUND.— 

Section 9006(c) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 is amended by adding at the end the 
following new sentence: ‘‘In making a deter-
mination of whether there are insufficient 
moneys in the fund for purposes of the pre-
vious sentence, the Secretary shall take into 
account in determining the balance of the 
fund for a Presidential election year the Sec-
retary’s best estimate of the amount of mon-
eys which will be deposited into the fund 
during the year, except that the amount of 
the estimate may not exceed the average of 
the annual amounts deposited in the fund 
during the previous 3 years.’’. 

(b) SPECIAL RULE FOR FIRST CAMPAIGN 
CYCLE UNDER THIS ACT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 9006 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(d) SPECIAL AUTHORITY TO BORROW.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub-

section (c), there are authorized to be appro-
priated to the fund, as repayable advances, 
such sums as are necessary to carry out the 
purposes of the fund during the period ending 
on the first presidential election occurring 
after the date of the enactment of this sub-
section. 

‘‘(2) REPAYMENT OF ADVANCES.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Advances made to the 

fund shall be repaid, and interest on such ad-
vances shall be paid, to the general fund of 
the Treasury when the Secretary determines 
that moneys are available for such purposes 
in the fund. 

‘‘(B) RATE OF INTEREST.—Interest on ad-
vances made to the fund shall be at a rate 
determined by the Secretary of the Treasury 
(as of the close of the calendar month pre-
ceding the month in which the advance is 
made) to be equal to the current average 
market yield on outstanding marketable ob-
ligations of the United States with remain-
ing periods to maturity comparable to the 
anticipated period during which the advance 
will be outstanding and shall be compounded 
annually.’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this subsection shall take effect on 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 9. REGULATION OF CONVENTION FINANC-

ING. 
Section 323 of the Federal Election Cam-

paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441i) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(g) NATIONAL CONVENTIONS.—Any person 
described in subsection (e) shall not solicit, 
receive, direct, transfer, or spend any funds 
in connection with a presidential nominating 
convention of any political party, including 
funds for a host committee, civic committee, 

municipality, or any other person or entity 
spending funds in connection with such a 
convention, unless such funds— 

‘‘(1) are not in excess of the amounts per-
mitted with respect to contributions to the 
political committee established and main-
tained by a national political party com-
mittee under section 315; and 

‘‘(2) are not from sources prohibited by this 
Act from making contributions in connec-
tion with an election for Federal office.’’. 
SEC. 10. DISCLOSURE OF BUNDLED CONTRIBU-

TIONS TO PRESIDENTIAL CAM-
PAIGNS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraphs (1) through 
(3) of section 304(i) of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434(i)) are 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.— 
‘‘(A) DISCLOSURE OF BUNDLED CONTRIBU-

TIONS BY LOBBYISTS.—Each committee de-
scribed in paragraph (6) shall include in the 
first report required to be filed under this 
section after each covered period (as defined 
in paragraph (2)) a separate schedule setting 
forth the name, address, and employer of 
each person reasonably known by the com-
mittee to be a person described in paragraph 
(7) who provided 2 or more bundled contribu-
tions to the committee in an aggregate 
amount greater than the applicable thresh-
old (as defined in paragraph (3)) during the 
covered period, and the aggregate amount of 
the bundled contributions provided by each 
such person during the covered period. 

‘‘(B) DISCLOSURE OF BUNDLED CONTRIBU-
TIONS TO PRESIDENTIAL CAMPAIGNS.—Each 
committee which is an authorized com-
mittee of a candidate for the office of Presi-
dent or for nomination to such office shall 
include in the first report required to be filed 
under this section after each covered period 
(as defined in paragraph (2)) a separate 
schedule setting forth the name, address, and 
employer of each person who provided 2 or 
more bundled contributions to the com-
mittee in an aggregate amount greater than 
the applicable threshold (as defined in para-
graph (3)) during the election cycle, and the 
aggregate amount of the bundled contribu-
tions provided by each such person during 
the covered period and such election cycle. 
Such schedule shall include a separate list-
ing of the name, address, and employer of 
each person included on such schedule who is 
reasonably known by the committee to be a 
person described in paragraph (7), together 
with the aggregate amount of bundled con-
tributions provided by such person during 
such period and such cycle. 

‘‘(2) COVERED PERIOD.—In this subsection, a 
‘covered period’ means— 

‘‘(A) with respect to a committee which is 
an authorized committee of a candidate for 
the office of President or for nomination to 
such office— 

‘‘(i) the 4-year election cycle ending with 
the date of the election for the office of the 
President; and 

‘‘(ii) any reporting period applicable to the 
committee under this section during which 
any person provided 2 or more bundled con-
tributions to the committee; and 

‘‘(B) with respect to any other com-
mittee— 

‘‘(i) the period beginning January 1 and 
ending June 30 of each year; 

‘‘(ii) the period beginning July 1 and end-
ing December 31 of each year; and 

‘‘(iii) any reporting period applicable to 
the committee under this section during 
which any person described in paragraph (7) 
provided 2 or more bundled contributions to 
the committee in an aggregate amount 
greater than the applicable threshold. 

‘‘(3) APPLICABLE THRESHOLD.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In this subsection, the 

‘applicable threshold’ is— 
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‘‘(i) $50,000 in the case of a committee 

which is an authorized committee of a can-
didate for the office of President or for nomi-
nation to such office; and 

‘‘(ii) $15,000 in the case of any other com-
mittee. 

In determining whether the amount of bun-
dled contributions provided to a committee 
by a person exceeds the applicable threshold, 
there shall be excluded any contribution 
made to the committee by the person or the 
person’s spouse. 

‘‘(B) INDEXING.—In any calendar year after 
2007, section 315(c)(1)(B) shall apply to each 
amount applicable under subparagraph (A) in 
the same manner as such section applies to 
the limitations established under sub-
sections (a)(1)(A), (a)(1)(B), (a)(3), and (h) of 
such section, except that for purposes of ap-
plying such section to the amount applicable 
under subparagraph (A), the ‘base period’ 
shall be 2006.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Subsection 
(i) of section 304 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 434) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘described 
in paragraph (7)’’ each place it appears in 
subparagraphs (C) and (D); 

(2) in paragraph (6), by inserting ‘‘(other 
than a candidate for the office of President 
or for nomination to such office)’’ after 
‘‘candidate’’; and 

(3) in paragraph (8)(A)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘, with respect to a com-

mittee described in paragraph (6) and a per-
son described in paragraph (7),’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘, with respect to a committee described 
in paragraph (6) or an authorized committee 
of a candidate for the office of President or 
for nomination to such office,’’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘by the person’’ in clause 
(i) thereof and inserting ‘‘by any person’’; 
and 

(C) by striking ‘‘the person’’ each place it 
appears in clause (ii) and inserting ‘‘such 
person’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to reports filed under section 304 of the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 after Jan-
uary 1, 2009. 
SEC. 11. REPEAL OF PRIORITY IN USE OF FUNDS 

FOR POLITICAL CONVENTIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 9008(a) of the In-

ternal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by 
striking the period at the end of the second 
sentence and all that follows and inserting 
the following: ‘‘, except that the amount de-
posited may not exceed the amount available 
after the Secretary determines that amounts 
for payments under section 9006 and section 
9037 are available for such payments.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The second 
sentence of section 9037(a) of such Code is 
amended by striking ‘‘section 9006(c) and for 
payments under section 9008(b)(3)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 9006’’. 
SEC. 12. OFFSETS. 

(a) REMOVAL OF PROHIBITION ON INCREASING 
FEES FOR PERMITS.—Section 365 of the En-
ergy Policy Act of 2005 (42 U.S.C. 15924) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (i); and 
(2) by redesignating subsection (j) as sub-

section (i). 
(b) DISPOSAL OF MONEYS FROM SALES, BO-

NUSES, RENTALS, AND ROYALTIES.—Section 20 
of the Geothermal Steam Act of 1970 (30 
U.S.C. 1019) is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 20. DISPOSAL OF MONEYS FROM SALES, BO-

NUSES, RENTALS, AND ROYALTIES. 
‘‘Subject to section 35 of the Mineral Leas-

ing Act (30 U.S.C. 192), all funds received 
from the sales, bonuses, royalties, and rent-
als under this Act (including payments re-
ferred to in section 6) shall be disposed of in 
the same manner as funds received pursuant 

to section 6 of this Act or section 35 of the 
Mineral Leasing Act (30 U.S.C. 192), as the 
case may be.’’. 

(c) ROYALTY FOR HARDROCK MINING.—The 
Revised Statutes are amended by inserting 
after section 2352 (30 U.S.C. 76) the following: 
‘‘SEC. 2353. RESERVATION OF ROYALTY. 

‘‘(a) DEFINITION OF LOCATABLE MINERAL.— 
In this section: 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘locatable min-
eral’ means any mineral, the legal and bene-
ficial title to which remains in the United 
States and that is not subject to disposition 
under— 

‘‘(A) the Mineral Leasing Act (30 U.S.C. 181 
et seq.); 

‘‘(B) the Act of August 7, 1947 (commonly 
known as the ‘Mineral Leasing Act for Ac-
quired Lands’) (30 U.S.C. 351 et seq.); 

‘‘(C) the Act of July 31, 1947 (commonly 
known as the ‘Materials Act of 1947’) (30 
U.S.C. 601 et seq.); or 

‘‘(D) the Geothermal Steam Act of 1970 (30 
U.S.C. 1001 et seq.). 

‘‘(2) EXCLUSIONS.—The term ‘locatable min-
eral’ does not include any mineral that is 
subject to a restriction against alienation 
imposed by the United States and is— 

‘‘(A) held in trust by the United States for 
any Indian or Indian tribe (as defined in sec-
tion 2 of the Indian Mineral Development 
Act of 1982 (25 U.S.C. 2101)); or 

‘‘(B) owned by any Indian or Indian tribe (s 
defined in section 2 of that Act). 

‘‘(b) ROYALTY.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this section, production of all 
locatable minerals from any mining claim 
located under the general mining laws, or 
mineral concentrates or products derived 
from locatable minerals from any such min-
ing claim, as the case may be, shall be sub-
ject to a royalty of 8 percent of the gross in-
come from mining. 

‘‘(c) LIABILITY FOR PAYMENT.—The claim 
holder or any operator to whom the claim 
holder has assigned the obligation to make 
royalty payments under the claim, and any 
person who controls the claim holder or op-
erator, shall be liable for payment of royal-
ties under this section. 

‘‘(d) ROYALTY FOR FEDERAL LAND SUBJECT 
TO EXISTING PERMIT.—The royalty under sub-
section (b) shall be 4 percent in the case of 
any Federal land that— 

‘‘(1) is subject to an operations permit on 
the date of enactment of this section; and 

‘‘(2) produces valuable locatable minerals 
in commercial quantities on the date of en-
actment of this section. 

‘‘(e) FEDERAL LAND ADDED TO EXISTING OP-
ERATIONS PERMIT.—Any Federal land added 
through a plan modification to an operations 
permit that is submitted after the date of en-
actment of this section shall be subject to 
the royalty that applies to Federal land 
under subsection (b). 

‘‘(f) DEPOSIT.—Amounts received by the 
United States as royalties under this section 
shall be deposited into the general fund of 
the Treasury.’’. 

(d) HARDROCK MINING CLAIM MAINTENANCE 
FEE.— 

(1) FEE.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sec-

tion 2511(e)(2) of the Energy Policy Act of 
1992 (30 U.S.C. 242(e)(2)), for each unpatented 
mining claim, mill, or tunnel site on feder-
ally owned land, whether located before, on, 
or after enactment of this Act, each claim-
ant shall pay to the Secretary, on or before 
August 31 of each year, a claim maintenance 
fee of $150 per claim to hold the unpatented 
mining claim, mill, or tunnel site for the as-
sessment year beginning at noon on Sep-
tember 1. 

(B) RELATION TO OTHER LAW.—A claim 
maintenance fee described in subparagraph 
(A) shall be in lieu of— 

(i) the assessment work requirement in 
section 2324 of the Revised Statutes (30 
U.S.C. 28); and 

(ii) the related filing requirements in sub-
sections (a) and (c) of section 314 of the Fed-
eral Land Policy and Management Act of 
1976 (43 U.S.C. 1744). 

(C) WAIVER.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—The claim maintenance 

fee required under subparagraph (A) shall be 
waived for a claimant who certifies in writ-
ing to the Secretary that on the date the 
payment was due, the claimant and all re-
lated parties— 

(I) held not more than 10 mining claims, 
mill sites, or tunnel sites, or any combina-
tion of mining claims, mill sites, or tunnel 
sites, on public land; and 

(II) have performed assessment work re-
quired under section 2324 of the Revised 
Statutes (30 U.S.C. 28) to maintain the min-
ing claims held by the claimant and all re-
lated parties for the assessment year ending 
on noon of September 1 of the calendar year 
in which payment of the claim maintenance 
fee was due. 

(ii) DEFINITION OF ALL RELATED PARTIES.— 
In clause (i), with the respect to any claim-
ant, the term ‘‘all related parties’’ means— 

(I) the spouse and dependent children (as 
defined in section 152 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986), of the claimant; or 

(II) a person affiliated with the claimant, 
including— 

(aa) a person controlled by, controlling, or 
under common control with the claimant; or 

(bb) a subsidiary or parent company or cor-
poration of the claimant. 

(D) ADJUSTMENT.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—Not less than 5 years after 

the date of enactment of this Act, and every 
5 years thereafter, or more frequently if the 
Secretary determines an adjustment to be 
reasonable, the Secretary shall adjust the 
claim maintenance fee required under sub-
paragraph (A) to reflect changes for the 12- 
month period ending the preceding Novem-
ber 30 in the Consumer Price Index for All 
Urban Consumers published by the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics of the Department of Labor. 

(ii) NOTIFICATION.—Not later than July 1 of 
any year in which an adjustment is made 
under clause (i), the Secretary shall provide 
claimants notice of the adjustment. 

(iii) APPLICATION.—A fee adjustment under 
clause (i) shall be effective beginning Janu-
ary 1 of the calendar year following the cal-
endar year in which the adjustment is made. 

(2) LOCATION FEE.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, for each unpatented 
mining claim, mill, or tunnel site located 
during the period beginning on the date of 
enactment of this Act and ending on Sep-
tember 30, 1998, the locator shall, at the time 
the location notice is recorded with the Bu-
reau of Land Management, pay to the Sec-
retary a location fee, in addition to the fee 
required by paragraph (1), of $50 per claim. 

(3) DEPOSIT.—Amounts received under 
paragraph (1) or (2) that are not otherwise al-
located for the administration of the mining 
laws by the Department of the Interior shall 
be deposited into the general fund of the 
Treasury. 

(4) CO-OWNERSHIP.—The co-ownership pro-
visions of section 2324 of the Revised Stat-
utes (30 U.S.C. 28) shall remain in effect ex-
cept that the annual claim maintenance fee, 
if applicable, shall replace applicable assess-
ment requirements and expenditures. 

(5) FAILURE TO PAY.—Failure to pay the 
claim maintenance fee required by para-
graph (1) shall conclusively constitute a for-
feiture of the unpatented mining claim, mill, 
or tunnel site by the claimant and the claim 
shall be considered to be null and void by op-
eration of law. 

(6) OTHER REQUIREMENTS.— 
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(A) RELATION TO OTHER LAW.—Nothing in 

this section changes or modifies the require-
ments of subsections (b) or (c) of section 
314(b) of the Federal Land Policy and Man-
agement Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1744). 

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 2324 
of the Revised Statutes of the United States 
(30 U.S.C. 28) is amended by inserting ‘‘or 
section 12(d)(1) of the Presidential Funding 
Act of 2007’’ after ‘‘Act of 1993,’’. 

(e) GRAZING FEES.—Section 6(a) of the Pub-
lic Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978 (43 
U.S.C. 1905) is amended by striking ‘‘the $1.23 
base’’ and all that follows through ‘‘previous 
year’s fee’’ and inserting ‘‘an amount deter-
mined in the same manner as the State in 
which the land is located determines the 
amount of fees charged for public grazing on 
land owned by the State, as determined by 
the Secretary of Agriculture and the Sec-
retary of the Interior, as appropriate’’. 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 13. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Except as otherwise provided in this Act, 
the amendments made by this Act shall 
apply with respect to elections occurring 
after January 1, 2009. 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 
SECTION 1: SHORT TITLE 

SECTION 2: REVISIONS TO SYSTEM OF 
PRESIDENTIAL PRIMARY MATCHING PAYMENTS 
(a) Matching Funds: Current law provides 

for a 1–to–1 match, where up to $250 of each 
individual’s contributions for the primaries 
is matched with $250 in public funds. Under 
the new matching system, individual con-
tributions of up to $200 from each individual 
will be matched at a 4–to–1 ratio, so $200 in 
individual contribution can be matched with 
$800 from public funds. 

Candidates who remain in the primary race 
can also receive an additional 1-to-1 match 
of up to $200 of contributions received after 
March 31 of a presidential election year. This 
additional match applies both to an initial 
contribution made after March 31 and to con-
tributions from individuals who already gave 
$200 or more prior to April 1. 

The bill defines ‘‘contribution’’ as ‘‘a gift 
of money made by a written instrument 
which identifies the person making the con-
tribution by full name and mailing address.’’ 

(b) Eligibility for matching funds: Current 
law requires candidates to raise $5,000 in 
matchable contributions (currently $250 or 
less) in 20 states. To be eligible for matching 
funds under this bill, a candidate must raise 
$25,000 of matchable contributions (up to $200 
per individual donor) in at least 20 states. 

In addition, to receive matching funds in 
the primary, candidates must pledge to 
apply for public money in the general elec-
tion if nominated and to not exceed the gen-
eral election spending limits. 

(c) Timing of payments: Current law 
makes matching funds available on January 
1 of a presidential election year. The—bill 
makes such funds available six months prior 
to the first state caucus or primary. 
SECTION 3: REQUIRING PARTICIPATION IN PRI-

MARY PAYMENT SYSTEM AS CONDITION OF 
ELIGIBILITY FOR GENERAL ELECTIONS PAY-
MENTS 
Currently, candidates can participate in ei-

ther the primary or the general election pub-
lic financing system, or both. Under the bill, 
a candidate must participate in the primary 
matching system in order to be eligible to 
receive public funds in the general election. 
SECTION 4: REVISIONS TO EXPENDITURE LIMITS 
(a) Spending limits for candidates: In 2004, 

under current law, candidates participating 
in the public funding system had to abide by 

a primary election spending limit of about 
$45 million and a general election spending 
limit of about $75 million (all of which was 
public money). The bill sets a total primary 
spending ceiling for participating candidates 
in 2008 of $150 million, of which only $100 mil-
lion can be spent before April 1. State by 
state spending limits are eliminated. The 
general election limit, which the major 
party candidates will receive in public funds, 
will be $100 million. 

(b) Spending limit for parties: Current law 
provides a single coordinated spending limit 
for national party committees based on pop-
ulation. In 2004 that limit was about $15 mil-
lion. The bill provides two limits of $25 mil-
lion. The first applies after April 1 until a 
candidate is nominated. The second limit 
kicks in after the nomination. Any part of 
the limit not spent before the nomination 
can be spent after. In addition, the party co-
ordinated spending limit is eliminated en-
tirely until the general election public funds 
are released if there is an active candidate 
from the opposing party who has exceeded 
the primary spending limits by more than 
20%. 

This will allow the party to support the 
presumptive nominee during the so-called 
‘‘gap’’ between the end of the primaries and 
the conventions. The entire cost of a coordi-
nated party communication is subject to the 
limit if any portion of that communication 
has to do with the presidential election. 

(c) Inflation adjustment: Party and can-
didate spending limits will be indexed for in-
flation, with 2008 as the base year. 

(d) Fundraising expenses: Under the bill, 
all the costs of fundraising by candidates are 
subject to their spending limits. 
SECTION 5: ADDITIONAL PAYMENTS AND IN-

CREASED EXPENDITURES LIMITS FOR CAN-
DIDATES PARTICIPATING IN PUBLIC FINANCING 
WHO FACE CERTAIN NONPARTICIPATING OPPO-
NENTS 
(a) Primary candidates: When a partici-

pating candidate is opposed in a primary by 
a nonparticipating candidate who spends 
more than 120 percent of the primary spend-
ing limit ($100 million prior to April 1 and 
$150 million after April 1), the participating 
candidate will receive a 5-to-1 match, instead 
of a 4-to-l match for contributions of less 
than $200 per donor. That additional match 
applies to all contributions received by the 
participating candidate both before and after 
the nonparticipating candidate crosses the 
120 percent threshold. In addition, the par-
ticipating candidate’s primary spending 
limit is raised by $50 million when a non-
participating candidate spends more than 
the 120 percent of either the $100 million (be-
fore April 1) or $150 million (after April 1) 
limit. The limit is raised by another $50 mil-
lion if the nonparticipating candidate spends 
more than 120 percent of the increased limit. 
Thus, the maximum spending limit in the 
primary would be $250 million if an opposing 
candidate has spent more than $240 million. 

(b) General election candidates: When a 
participating candidate is opposed in a gen-
eral election by a nonparticipating candidate 
who spends more than 120 percent of the 
combined primary and general election 
spending limits, the participating candidate 
shall receive an additional grant of public 
money equal to the amount provided for that 
election—$100 million in 2008. Minor party 
candidates are also eligible for an additional 
grant equal to the amount they otherwise re-
ceive (which is based on the performance of 
that party in the previous presidential elec-
tion). 

(c) Reporting and Certification: In order to 
provide for timely determination of a par-
ticipating candidate’s eligibility for in-
creased spending limits, matching funds, 

and/or general election grants, non-partici-
pating candidates must notify the FEC with-
in 24 hours after receiving contributions or 
making expenditures of greater than the ap-
plicable 120 percent threshold. Within 24 
hours of receiving such a notice, the FEC 
will inform candidates participating in the 
system of their increased expenditure limits 
and will certify to the Secretary of the 
Treasury that participating candidates are 
eligible to receive additional payments. 
SECTION 6: ESTABLISHMENT OF UNIFORM DATE 

FOR RELEASE OF PAYMENTS FROM PRESI-
DENTIAL ELECTIONS CAMPAIGN FUNDS TO ELI-
GIBLE CANDIDATES 
Under current law, candidates partici-

pating in the system for the general election 
receive their grants of public money imme-
diately after receiving the nomination of 
their party, meaning that the two major par-
ties receive their grants on different dates. 
Under the bill, all candidates eligible to re-
ceive public money in the general election 
would receive that money on the Friday be-
fore Labor Day, unless a candidate’s formal 
nomination occurs later. 
SECTION 7: REVISIONS TO DESIGNATION OF IN-

COME TAX PAYMENTS BY INDIVIDUAL TAX-
PAYERS 
The tax check-off is increased from $3 (in-

dividual) and $6 (couple) to $10 and $20. The 
amount will be adjusted for inflation, and 
rounded to the nearest dollar, beginning in 
2009. 

The IRS shall require by regulation that 
electronic tax preparation software does not 
automatically accept or decline the tax 
checkoff. The FEC is required to inform and 
educate the public about the purpose of the 
Presidential Election Campaign Fund 
(‘‘PECF’’) and how to make a contribution. 
Funding for this program of up to $10 million 
in a four year presidential election cycle, 
will come from the PECF. 
SECTION 8: AMOUNTS IN PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION 

CAMPAIGN FUND 
Under current law, in January of an elec-

tion year if the Treasury Department deter-
mines that there are insufficient funds in the 
PECF to make the required payments to par-
ticipating primary candidates, the party 
conventions, and the general election can-
didates, it must reduce the payments avail-
able to participating primary candidates and 
it cannot make up the shortfall from any 
other source until those funds come in. 
Under the bill, in making that determination 
the Department can include an estimate of 
the amount that will be received by the 
PECF during that election year, but the esti-
mate cannot exceed the past three years’ av-
erage contribution to the fund. This will 
allow primary candidates to receive their 
full payments as long as a reasonable esti-
mate of the funds that will come into the 
PECF that year will cover the general elec-
tion candidate payments. The bill allows the 
Secretary of the Treasury to borrow the 
funds necessary to carry out the purposes of 
the fund during the first campaign cycle in 
which the bill is in effect. 

SECTION 9: REGULATION OF CONVENTION 
FINANCING 

Federal candidates and officeholders are 
prohibited from raising or spending soft 
money in connection with a nominating con-
vention of any political party, including 
funds for a host committee, civic committee, 
or municipality. 

SECTION 10: DISCLOSURE OF BUNDLED 
CONTRIBUTIONS 

This section builds on the bundling disclo-
sure provision of the Honest Leadership and 
Open Government Act of 2007 (‘‘HLOGA’’) to 
require presidential campaigns to disclose 
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the name, address, and employer of all indi-
viduals or groups that bundle contributions 
totaling more than $50,000 in the four year 
election cycle. Individuals who are reg-
istered lobbyists would have to be separately 
identified. HLOGA’s definition of bundling 
would apply to bundling disclosure by the 
presidential candidates, and no change is 
made to the requirements of HLOGA with re-
spect to congressional campaigns. 

SECTION 11: REPEAL OF PRIORITY IN USE OF 
FUNDS FOR POLITICAL CONVENTIONS 

Current law gives the political parties pri-
ority on receiving the funds they are entitled 
to from the PECF. This means that parties 
get money for their conventions even if ade-
quate funds are not available for partici-
pating candidates. This section would make 
funds available for the conventions only if 
all participating candidates have received 
the funds to which they are entitled. 

SECTION 12: OFFSET 
This section provides an offset for the in-

creased cost of the presidential public fund-
ing system. The total increased cost is esti-
mated to be $365 million over four years. The 
bill (1) authorizes the Bureau of Land Man-
agement to implement new user fees for 
processing oil and gas permits; (2) increases 
the yearly maintenance fee and one-time lo-
cation fee for holders of more than 10 mining 
claims on federal land to $150 and $50 per 
claim, respectively, and imposes a 4% roy-
alty on the gross income from mining on ex-
isting claims; and (3) uses state formulas to 
set federal grazing fees. 

SECTION 13: EFFECTIVE DATE 
Provides that the amendments will apply 

to presidential elections occurring after Jan-
uary 1, 2009. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President. I rise 
to join my friend from Wisconsin, Sen-
ator FEINGOLD, in introducing the Pres-
idential Funding Act of 2007. 

It was 100 years ago that the re-
former President Theodore Roosevelt 
proposed ‘‘a very radical measure’’ in 
his State of the Union message to Con-
gress. He envisioned a system of cam-
paign financing that would include a 
congressional appropriation to support 
national campaigns so that, as he said, 
‘‘The need for collecting large cam-
paign funds would vanish.’’ 

When the campaign financing re-
forms of the 1970s were enacted, it was 
hoped that we would draw closer to 
achieving Theodore Roosevelt’s goal of 
funding the pursuit of our highest pub-
lic office largely from public rather 
than private funds. 

Our Presidential-campaign finance 
system still suffers from serious de-
fects, however, and current events are 
dramatically highlighting the need for 
continued reform and improvement. 

The current Presidential campaign is 
already shaping up as the most expen-
sive election in history by far. Can-
didate after candidate has chosen to 
forego public funds due to fundamental 
flaws in the system. Fund-raising tal-
lies have already shattered records. If a 
candidate decides to seek public fund-
ing, he or she risks running out of 
funds to counter candidates who can 
attract large amounts of private con-
tributions. 

Current estimates are that the 2008 
contest for the Presidency of the U.S. 
will cost more than $1 billion. Much of 

that cost will be incurred in delivering 
messages to the electorate through ad-
vertising and publications of all sorts. 

One billion dollars is a huge sum. Yet 
we cannot expect modern campaigns to 
be run on budgets that might have suf-
ficed for William McKinley, whose suc-
cessful 1896 campaign relied heavily on 
speeches from his front porch in Can-
ton, Ohio, to admirers who came by 
train to hear him. This idyllic but lim-
ited approach to campaigning is long 
gone. 

Unless we wish to return to the cro-
nyism, influence peddling, and re-
stricted suffrage of the 19th century, 
large expenditures on broadcasting and 
other media are essential for any cam-
paign that hopes to prevail. That finan-
cial fact obliges candidates to spend a 
great deal of time appearing at exclu-
sive, big-ticket fundraisers. 

To allow candidates to spend less 
time raising money, Congress estab-
lished a system of public funding for 
Presidential campaigns that started 
with the 1976 Presidential election. 
That system has not been substantially 
changed since 1984, and its limitations 
have only become more evident with 
time. 

The central problem is that the sys-
tem does not provide enough public 
funds to permit a credible contest 
against well-bankrolled candidates who 
have opted out of the public-financing 
system. 

In November 2003, Governor Dean an-
nounced that he would opt out of pub-
lic financing, saying ‘‘floods of special- 
interest money have forced us to aban-
don a broken system.’’ Senator KERRY 
also felt obliged to opt out so that he 
could lend his campaign $6 million 
rather than be restricted to the use of 
$50,000 in personal funds. 

Citing Senator Dole’s campaign in 
1996, Senator MCCAIN’s campaign in 
2000, and Senator EDWARDS’s campaign 
in 2004, the League of Women Voters 
has spoken of the public system’s ‘‘dev-
il’s bargain’’ for candidates: ‘‘To get 
matching funds, they have to accept a 
spending limit that will leave them 
bankrupt if the contest continues into 
March. . . . With the underdogs boxed 
in by the limits, the frontrunners, and 
others who can afford it, have addi-
tional incentive to opt out.’’ 

The bill we introduce today would 
make a number of important changes. 

The key provisions of the Presi-
dential Funding Act of 2007 would in-
crease the public match for primary- 
season contributions, make funds 
available earlier in the contest, tie the 
availability of public funding during 
the general-election campaign to a 
candidate’s using it during the primary 
season, provide additional funds if a 
non-publicly funded opponent spends 
heavily, and update spending limits to 
more realistic levels. 

All of these steps represent sensible 
and useful improvements in the cam-
paign-finance system. 

I recognize that some of our col-
leagues and some members of the pub-

lic are wary of taxpayer-supported 
funding for Presidential candidates. I 
can only respond that the alternative— 
a complete reliance on private con-
tributions—is worse. 

I would also reassure doubters that 
this bill is no giveaway or an induce-
ment to fringe candidates of narrow ap-
peal. Its provisions are predicated upon 
matches for individual contributions, 
not absolute grants, and it requires 
achieving significant levels of indi-
vidual contributions in at least 20 
States. 

We all understand that the current 
system of public funding for campaigns 
has defects. The growing inclination of 
candidates to opt out of the system un-
derscores that fact. The Presidential 
Funding Act of 2007 would cure some 
serious problems and help restore the 
appeal of public funding. 

If enacted, this bill would take effect 
in January 2009. By moving toward vir-
tually full realization of Theodore Roo-
sevelt’s ‘‘very radical measure,’’ we can 
take a big step toward making the fi-
nancing, the conduct, and the outcome 
of the 2012 presidential campaign a gen-
uine source of pride for American citi-
zens of all political affiliations. 

By Mr. ENZI (for himself and 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN): 

S. 2413. A bill to provide death and 
disability benefits for aerial fire-
fighters who work on a contract basis 
for a public agency and suffer death or 
disability in the line of duty, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, the 2007 fire 
season was one of the worst in recent 
history. Millions of acres burned across 
America. The fires destroyed homes, 
and their damage is estimated in the 
hundreds of millions of dollars. These 
fires would have been worse, if not for 
the skill and bravery of the aerial fire-
fighters who risked their lives to fight 
them. 

Aerial firefighters take on the dan-
gerous tasks of maneuvering aerial ve-
hicles in and out of fire zones. Each 
time they step in a plane, their life is 
at risk. Unfortunately, while we expect 
aerial firefighters to risk their lives to 
help control fires, we refuse to provide 
their families with the knowledge that 
they will be made financially whole if 
their husband or wife dies in the line of 
duty. 

This is because aerial firefighters do 
not qualify for death benefits under the 
Public Safety Officers’ Benefit, PSOB, 
program, which provides financial and 
educational benefits to individuals 
serving a public safety agency in an of-
ficial capacity, on a paid or volunteer 
basis. Currently, those receiving bene-
fits include, but are not limited to, law 
enforcement officers, firefighters, 
emergency medical technicians, ambu-
lance crew members, and corrections 
officers. 

Senator FEINSTEIN and I say that 
these pilots do the same work and take 
on the same risks as other public safe-
ty officers. They should get the same 
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benefits. That is the reason that we 
have introduced the Aerial Firefighter 
Relief Act of 2007. This important legis-
lation will remedy this problem and 
makes aerial firefighters eligible for 
death benefits. 

The Department of Justice’s Bureau 
of Justice Assistance, BJA, the agency 
that administers the PSOB, has ruled 
that aerial pilots are ineligible because 
they are contractors and not employed 
directly by the federal and state agen-
cies involved in wildland fire manage-
ment and suppression. The 1980 official 
finding that prohibits the pilots and 
their families from receiving benefits 
states that pilots are not ‘‘a ‘public 
safety officer’ as this term is defined in 
the PSOB ACT because [they are] not 
serving a public agency in an official 
capacity . . . as a fireman.’’ 

Unfortunately, pilots also often do 
not receive benefits from their employ-
ers. Federal agencies outsource air 
tanker missions to the lowest-cost pri-
vate operators who do not provide ben-
efits to keep their costs down. Some 
companies do offer a minimal amount 
of life insurance. However, it is expen-
sive, both for the pilot and the con-
tractor. In the ‘‘low cost’’ competitive 
bid situation they are in, the contrac-
tors cannot afford to add more ex-
penses to the payroll or they reduce 
their chances of winning a fire suppres-
sion contract—and go out of business. 
Other forms of life insurance are also 
difficult to obtain because of the dan-
gerous nature of aerial firefighting. 

It is common sense legislation that 
deserves the support of my colleagues, 
and I am pleased to have Senator FEIN-
STEIN as an original cosponsor. In the 
coming months, I look forward to 
working with the appropriate commit-
tees to move this legislation forward so 
that our brave aerial firefighters can 
take to the skies knowing that their 
families will be taken care of if they 
pass away taking care of our country. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, 
today I am pleased to cosponsor Sen-
ator ENZI’s Aerial Firefighter Relief 
Act of 2007. 

On August 27, 2001, a California pilot 
named Larry Groff took off from Ukiah 
in State Air Tanker 87, doing what he 
loved, flying and fighting fires. 

Like thousands of contract fire-
fighters hired by the Government, he 
figured that if anything ever happened 
to him, his family would be taken care 
of. But that day, while maneuvering 
above a north coast fire started by a 
couple of Hells Angels who had blown 
up their methamphetamine lab, Larry 
Groff died in a midair collision. 

Faced with the prospect of raising 
their 6 children alone, his widow, 
Christine Wells-Groff, filed a claim 
under the Public Safety Officers’ Ben-
efit Program. This PSOB Program pro-
vides a lump-sum payoff to survivors of 
any ‘‘public safety officer,’’ a term 
which can include not only actual gov-
ernment employees but also any volun-
teer or any person acting in a ‘‘similar 
relationship of performing services as 
part of a public agency.’’ 

At the time of his death, Larry Groff 
had been flying a State-operated air 
tanker. He was wearing a California 
Department of Forestry uniform. And 
after his death, the California agency 
for which he had worked issued an 
opinion stating that he was an offi-
cially recognized member of that agen-
cy. But he was also a contract em-
ployee. 

Because of that, Ms. Wells-Groff’s 
PSOB claim was initially denied by the 
Bureau of Justice Affairs, based on its 
opinion that contract employees can-
not qualify for PSOB benefits. Ms. 
Wells-Groff then appealed, and she 
later convinced a trial court that de-
spite being a contract employee, her 
husband had held a ‘‘similar relation-
ship of performing services as part of a 
public agency,’’ thereby qualifying him 
as a ‘‘public safety officer’’ entitled to 
PSOB benefits. 

Unfortunately, on July 3, the U.S. 
Court of Appeals for the Federal Cir-
cuit reversed that decision. The appel-
late court agreed that Mr. Groff’s facts 
might fall within the applicable regula-
tion’s key definition of a ‘‘similar rela-
tionship’’ but it said that the question 
of whether he had met this standard 
was not entirely clear and that it 
would defer to the Government’s nar-
row interpretation of that language, 
absent further clarification from Con-
gress. 

Following this decision, Ms. Wells- 
Groff petitioned the Supreme Court to 
take her case. However, it is unclear if 
the Court will hear the case, let alone 
decide in her favor. So today, I want to 
go on record to support the policy that 
these contract employees should be en-
titled to the same PSOB benefits as 
other injured firefighters and volun-
teers. 

The bill that Senator ENZI is intro-
ducing and that I am pleased to co-
sponsor will make it clear that sur-
vivors of aerial firefighters like Larry 
Groff who make the ultimate sacrifice 
should qualify for PSOB benefits. In 
addition, this legislation will clarify 
that the district court was right in the 
Wells-Groff case. Brave firefighters 
like Larry Groff, who regularly put 
their lives on the line in officially 
sanctioned aerial firefighting activities 
to protect us, do this country a great 
service. 

This bill will clarify that when actu-
ally up in the air carrying out official 
firefighting missions, contract employ-
ees will be deemed to hold a ‘‘similar 
relationship of performing services as 
part of a public agency’’—and meet the 
regulatory standard already in place— 
so that they are covered by the PSOB 
laws, and their survivors can receive 
the benefits they need and deserve. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation. 

By Mr. REID (for Mrs. CLINTON): 
S. 2415. A bill to require the Presi-

dent and the Office of the Global AIDS 
Coordinator to establish a comprehen-
sive and integrated HIV prevention 

strategy to address the vulnerabilities 
of women and girls in countries for 
which the United States provides as-
sistance to combat HIV/AIDS, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, today 
I rise to introduce the Protection 
Against Transmission of HIV for 
Women and Youth, PATHWAY, Act of 
2007, legislation that is a companion to 
the bill introduced by Representative 
BARBARA LEE. 

Women and girls account for about 
half of the 33 million infections world-
wide. But in the places that are hardest 
hit by epidemic, AIDS has a dispropor-
tionate impact upon women. In sub-Sa-
haran Africa, women account for more 
than 60 percent of those living with 
HIV/AIDS. Young women account for 3 
out of every 4 new HIV infections 
among sub-Saharan youth. Our preven-
tion messages are not reaching youth— 
in studies completed in 17 countries in 
2003, more than 75 percent of the young 
women surveyed could not identify 
ways to protect themselves against 
HIV infection. 

Clearly, we need to do more to stem 
the rising tide of HIV infection in 
women, particularly in sub-Saharan 
Africa. But what doing more requires is 
an examination of the factors that con-
tribute to women’s vulnerability to 
HIV infection. There are links between 
gender-based violence and increased 
risk for HIV infection, links between 
lack of education and economic oppor-
tunity and increased risk for HIV infec-
tion, links between human trafficking 
and sexual exploitation and increased 
risk for HIV infection. 

Unfortunately, our current policies 
do not allow us to take these factors 
into account. The law governing fund-
ing of the President’s Emergency Plan 
for AIDS Relief, PEPFAR, requires 1⁄3 
of all prevention funding to be spent on 
abstinence-until-marriage programs. In 
addition, a 2005 guidance from the Of-
fice of the Global AIDS Coordinator 
found that countries were directed to 
spend half of their prevention funds on 
sexual transmission prevention, with a 
full 2⁄3 of that funding to be spent on 
‘‘abstinence and be faithful’’ programs, 
rather than comprehensive HIV preven-
tion education efforts. 

More than 40 percent of women in Af-
rica and South Asia are married before 
the age of 18. Directing funding to ab-
stinence-until-marriage programs fails 
to address their needs. Exhorting them 
to ‘‘be faithful’’ in relationships where 
they may not have control over their 
partners’ behavior is short-sighted. 
Making it the official policy of the U.S. 
Government to restrict funding for ef-
forts that could help these women 
learn about female-controlled preven-
tion methods is unconscionable. 

In 2003, President Bush pledged to 
prevent 7 million new HIV infections 
through PEPFAR. But we cannot let 
that promise go unmet due to ideology. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today will lift restrictions on funding 
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for our prevention efforts. It will also 
require the President to develop and 
implement a coordinated, comprehen-
sive HIV strategy to address gender 
disparities in HIV infection, with a 
focus on the stigma surrounding HIV, 
the links between gender-based vio-
lence and HIV infection, the ways in 
which increasing educational and eco-
nomic opportunities for women can 
prevent HIV infection, and ways in 
which to improve access to female-con-
trolled prevention methods. This strat-
egy is a step forward—one that can en-
sure that the disproportionate risks 
faced by too many women are taken 
into account in our global AIDS ef-
forts. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues to ensure that women’s vul-
nerability to HIV infection is addressed 
as we work to reauthorize PEPFAR. 

By Mr. CASEY (for himself, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, and Mrs. FEINSTEIN): 

S. 2418. A bill to ensure the safety of 
imported food products for the citizens 
of the United States, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the EAT SAFE Act 
of 2007. I am pleased to be joined by my 
colleague on the Agriculture Com-
mittee, Senator GRASSLEY, to intro-
duce this important piece of food safe-
ty legislation. 

As we have all seen this past year, in 
the wake of massive recalls of pet food 
manufactured using contaminated Chi-
nese gluten and consumer warnings 
about the safety of various imported 
food products, ensuring the safety of 
food products and food ingredients 
being brought into this country from 
other nations has taken on a greater 
urgency. 

A report issued in September by the 
President’s Interagency Working 
Group on Import Safety acknowledged 
that ‘‘aspects of our present import 
system must be strengthened to pro-
mote security, safety, and trade for the 
benefit of American consumers.’’ The 
EAT SAFE Act that we are introducing 
today is designed to address one of 
those critical aspects of the food and 
agricultural import system that, in the 
face of the mounting imported food 
safety crisis, has received little public 
focus. That issue is food and other agri-
cultural products that are being smug-
gled into the U.S. 

When many people think of food 
smuggling, they likely think of it as 
something that occurs when travelers 
attempt to bring small amounts of for-
eign food or agricultural products into 
the U.S. by concealing it in their vehi-
cles, luggage, or other personal affects. 
While this type of smuggling is unques-
tionably a problem that U.S. authori-
ties must and do address, the larger 
threat of smuggled food and agricul-
tural products comes from the compa-
nies, importers, and individuals who 
circumvent U.S. inspection require-
ments or restrictions on imports of cer-

tain products from a particular coun-
try. 

The ways in which these companies, 
importers, and individuals circumvent 
the system can happen in any number 
of ways. Many times smuggled prod-
ucts are intentionally mislabeled and 
bear the identification of a product 
that can legally enter the country. 
Other times, smuggled products gain 
import entry through falsifying the 
products’ countries of origin. And, 
many times, products that have pre-
viously been denied entry are later 
‘‘shopped around,’’ that is, presented to 
another U.S. port of entry in the effort 
to gain importation undetected. 

Just some examples of prohibited 
products discovered in commerce in 
the United States in recent years in-
clude duck parts from Vietnam and 
poultry products from China, both na-
tions with confirmed human cases of 
avian influenza; unpasteurized raw 
cheeses from Mexico containing a bac-
terium that causes tuberculosis; straw-
berries from Mexico contaminated with 
hepatitis A; and mislabeled puffer fish 
from China containing a potentially 
deadly toxin. These smuggled food and 
agriculture products present safety 
risks to our food, plants, and animals, 
and pose a threat to our Nation’s 
health, economy, and security. 

The EAT SAFE Act addresses these 
serious risks by applying commonsense 
measures to protect our food and agri-
cultural supply. This legislation au-
thorizes funding for the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture and the Food and 
Drug Administration to bolster their 
efforts by hiring additional personnel 
to detect and track smuggled products. 
It also authorizes funding to provide 
food safety cross training for Homeland 
Security Agricultural Specialists and 
agricultural cross training for Cus-
toms’ Border Patrol Agents to ensure 
that those men and women working on 
the front lines are knowledgeable 
about these serious food and agricul-
tural threats. 

In addition to focusing on increased 
personal and training, the EAT SAFE 
Act also seeks to increase importer ac-
countability. The legislation requires 
private laboratories conducting tests 
on FDA-regulated products on behalf of 
importers to apply for and be certified 
by FDA. It also imposes civil penalties 
for laboratories or importers who 
knowingly or conspire to falsify im-
ported product laboratory sampling 
and for importers who circumvent the 
USDA import reinspection system. 

Finally, the EAT SAFE Act will also 
ensure increased public awareness of 
smuggled products, as well as recalled 
food products, by requiring the USDA 
and FDA to provide this information to 
the public in a timely and easily 
searchable manner. 

These commonsense measures are an 
important first step towards safe-
guarding Americans’ food and agricul-
tural supply and ensuring our Nation’s 
health, economy, and security. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support 
this legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 2418 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Ending Agricultural Threats: Safe-
guarding America’s Food for Everyone (EAT 
SAFE) Act of 2007’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Findings. 
Sec. 3. Definitions. 
Sec. 4. Food safety training, personnel, and 

coordination. 
Sec. 5. Reporting of smuggled food products. 
Sec. 6. Civil penalties relating to illegally 

imported meat and poultry 
products. 

Sec. 7. Certification of food safety labs. 
Sec. 8. Data sharing. 
Sec. 9. Public notice regarding recalled food 

products. 
Sec. 10. Foodborne illness education and 

outreach competitive grants 
program. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 
Congress finds that— 
(1) the safety of the food supply of the 

United States is vital to— 
(A) the health of the citizens of the United 

States; 
(B) the preservation of the confidence of 

those citizens in the food supply of the 
United States; and 

(C) the success of the food sector of the 
United States economy; 

(2) the United States has the safest food 
supply in the world, and maintaining a se-
cure domestic food supply is imperative for 
the national security of the United States; 

(3) in a report published by the Govern-
ment Accountability Office in January 2007, 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
described food safety oversight as 1 of the 29 
high-risk program areas of the Federal Gov-
ernment; and 

(4) the task of preserving the safety of the 
food supply of the United States is com-
plicated by pressures relating to— 

(A) food products that are smuggled or im-
ported into the United States without being 
screened, monitored, or inspected as required 
by law; and 

(B) the need to improve the enforcement of 
the United States in reducing the quantity 
of food products that are— 

(i) smuggled into the United States; and 
(ii) imported into the United States with-

out being screened, monitored, or inspected 
as required by law. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) ADMINISTRATION.—The term ‘‘Adminis-

tration’’ means the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration. 

(2) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘‘Adminis-
trator’’ means the Administrator of the Ani-
mal and Plant Health Inspection Service. 

(3) DEPARTMENT.—The term ‘‘Department’’ 
means the Department of Agriculture. 

(4) FOOD DEFENSE THREAT.—The term ‘‘food 
defense threat’’ means any intentional con-
tamination, including any disease, pest, or 
poisonous agent, that could adversely affect 
the safety of human or animal food products. 

(5) SMUGGLED FOOD PRODUCT.—The term 
‘‘smuggled food product’’ means a prohibited 
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human or animal food product that a person 
fraudulently brings into the United States. 

(6) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of Agriculture. 
SEC. 4. FOOD SAFETY TRAINING, PERSONNEL, 

AND COORDINATION. 
(a) DEPARTMENT.— 
(1) TRAINING PROGRAMS.— 
(A) AGRICULTURAL SPECIALISTS.— 
(i) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 

establish training programs to educate each 
Federal employee who is employed in a posi-
tion described in section 421(g) of the Home-
land Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 231(g)) on 
issues relating to food safety and 
agroterrorism. 

(ii) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subparagraph $1,700,000. 

(B) CROSS-TRAINING OF EMPLOYEES OF 
UNITED STATES CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTEC-
TION.— 

(i) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
establish training programs to educate bor-
der patrol agents employed by the United 
States Customs and Border Protection of the 
Department of Homeland Security about 
identifying human, animal, and plant health 
threats and referring the threats to the ap-
propriate agencies. 

(ii) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subparagraph $4,800,000. 

(2) ILLEGAL IMPORT DETECTION PER-
SONNEL.—Subtitle G of the Department of 
Agriculture Reorganization Act of 1994 (7 
U.S.C. 6981 et seq.) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 263. FOOD SAFETY PERSONNEL AND TRAIN-

ING. 
‘‘(a) ADDITIONAL EMPLOYEES.—Not later 

than 2 years after the date of enactment of 
the Ending Agricultural Threats: Safe-
guarding America’s Food for Everyone (EAT 
SAFE) Act of 2007, the Secretary shall hire a 
sufficient number of employees to increase 
the number of full-time field investigators, 
import surveillance officers, support staff, 
analysts, and compliance and enforcement 
experts employed by the Food Safety and In-
spection Service as of October 1, 2007, by 100 
employees, in order to— 

‘‘(1) provide additional detection of food 
defense threats; 

‘‘(2) detect, track, and remove smuggled 
human food products from commerce; and 

‘‘(3) impose penalties on persons or organi-
zations that threaten the food supply. 

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $10,000,000.’’. 

(b) ADMINISTRATION.—Chapter IV of the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 
U.S.C. 341 et seq.) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 417. FOOD SAFETY PERSONNEL AND TRAIN-

ING. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years 

after the date of enactment of the Ending 
Agricultural Threats: Safeguarding Amer-
ica’s Food for Everyone (EAT SAFE) Act of 
2007, the Administration shall hire a suffi-
cient number of employees to increase the 
number of full-time field investigators, im-
port surveillance officers, support staff, ana-
lysts, and compliance and enforcement ex-
perts employed by the Administration as of 
October 1, 2007, by 150 employees, in order 
to— 

‘‘(1) provide additional detection of food 
defense threats; 

‘‘(2) detect, track, and remove smuggled 
food products from commerce; and 

‘‘(3) impose penalties on persons or organi-
zations that threaten the food supply. 

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $15,000,000.’’. 

(c) COORDINATION OF FEDERAL AGENCIES.— 
Section 411(b) of the Homeland Security Act 
of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 211(b)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

‘‘(4) COORDINATION OF FEDERAL AGENCIES.— 
The Commissioner of United States Customs 
and Border Protection, in coordination with 
the Secretary of Agriculture and the Com-
missioner of Food and Drugs, shall conduct 
activities to target, track, and inspect ship-
ments that— 

‘‘(A) contain human and animal food prod-
ucts; and 

‘‘(B) are imported into the United States.’’. 

SEC. 5. REPORTING OF SMUGGLED FOOD PROD-
UCTS. 

(a) DEPARTMENT.— 
(1) PUBLIC NOTIFICATION.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 3 days 

after the date on which the Department 
identifies a smuggled food product, the Sec-
retary shall provide to the public notifica-
tion describing the food product identified 
by the Department and, if available, the in-
dividual or entity that smuggled the food 
product. 

(B) REQUIRED FORMS OF NOTIFICATION.—The 
Secretary shall provide public notification 
under subparagraph (A) through— 

(i) a news release of the Department for 
each smuggled food product identified by the 
Department; 

(ii) a description of each smuggled food 
product on the website of the Department; 

(iii) the management of a periodically up-
dated list that contains a description of each 
individual or entity that smuggled the food 
product identified by the Secretary under 
subparagraph (A); and 

(iv) any other appropriate means, as deter-
mined by the Secretary. 

(2) NOTIFICATION TO DEPARTMENT OF HOME-
LAND SECURITY.—Not later than 30 days after 
the date on which the Department identifies 
a smuggled food product, the Secretary shall 
provide to the Department of Homeland Se-
curity notification of the smuggled food 
product. 

(b) ADMINISTRATION.— 
(1) PUBLIC NOTIFICATION.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 3 days 

after the date on which the Administration 
identifies a smuggled food product, the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services shall 
provide to the public notification describing 
the smuggled food product identified by the 
Administration and, if available, the indi-
vidual or entity that smuggled the food prod-
uct. 

(B) REQUIRED FORMS OF NOTIFICATION.—The 
Secretary of Health and Human Services 
shall provide public notification under sub-
paragraph (A) through— 

(i) a press release of the Administration for 
each smuggled food product identified by the 
Administration; 

(ii) a description of each smuggled food 
product on the website of the Administra-
tion; 

(iii) the management of a periodically up-
dated list that contains a description of each 
individual or entity that smuggled the food 
product identified by the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services under subparagraph (A); 
and 

(iv) any other appropriate means, as deter-
mined by the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services. 

(2) NOTIFICATION TO DEPARTMENT OF HOME-
LAND SECURITY.—Not later than 30 days after 
the date on which the Administration identi-
fies a smuggled food product, the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services shall provide 
to the Department of Homeland Security no-
tification of the smuggled food product. 

SEC. 6. CIVIL PENALTIES RELATING TO ILLE-
GALLY IMPORTED MEAT AND POUL-
TRY PRODUCTS. 

(a) MEAT PRODUCTS.—Section 20(b) of the 
Federal Meat Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 
620(b)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘(b) The Secretary’’ and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(b) DESTRUCTION; CIVIL PENALTIES.— 
‘‘(1) DESTRUCTION.—The Secretary’’; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) CIVIL PENALTIES.—Each individual or 

entity that fails to present each meat article 
that is the subject of the importation of the 
individual or entity to an inspection facility 
approved by the Secretary shall be liable for 
a civil penalty assessed by the Secretary in 
an amount not to exceed $25,000 for each 
meat article that the individual or entity 
fails to present to the inspection facility.’’. 

(b) POULTRY PRODUCTS.—Section 12 of the 
Poultry Products Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 
461) is amended— 

(1) by striking the section heading and all 
that follows through ‘‘(a) Any person’’ and 
inserting the following: 
‘‘SEC. 12. PENALTIES. 

‘‘(a) PENALTIES RELATING TO THE VIOLATION 
OF CERTAIN SECTIONS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Any person’’; and 
(2) in subsection (a) (as amended by para-

graph (1)), by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(2) FAILURE TO PRESENT POULTRY PROD-
UCTS AT DESIGNATED INSPECTION FACILITIES.— 
Each individual or entity that fails to 
present each poultry product that is the sub-
ject of the importation of the individual or 
entity to an inspection facility approved by 
the Secretary shall be liable for a civil pen-
alty assessed by the Secretary in an amount 
not to exceed $25,000 for each poultry product 
that the individual or entity fails to present 
to the inspection facility.’’. 

(c) EGG PRODUCTS.—Section 12 of the Egg 
Products Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 1041) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking the section heading and all 
that follows through ‘‘(a) Any person’’ and 
inserting the following: 
‘‘SEC. 12. PENALTIES. 

‘‘(a) PENALTIES RELATING TO THE VIOLATION 
OF CERTAIN PROHIBITED ACTIONS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Any person’’; and 
(2) in subsection (a) (as amended by para-

graph (1)), by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(2) FAILURE TO PRESENT EGG PRODUCTS AT 
DESIGNATED INSPECTION FACILITIES.—Each in-
dividual or entity that fails to present each 
egg product that is the subject of the impor-
tation of the individual or entity to an in-
spection facility approved by the Secretary 
shall be liable for a civil penalty assessed by 
the Secretary in an amount not to exceed 
$25,000 for each egg product that the indi-
vidual or entity fails to present to the in-
spection facility.’’. 
SEC. 7. CERTIFICATION OF FOOD SAFETY LABS; 

SUBMISSION OF TEST RESULTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter IV of the Federal 

Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 341 
et seq.), as amended by section 4(b), is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 418. CERTIFICATION OF FOOD SAFETY 

LABS; SUBMISSION OF TEST RE-
SULTS. 

‘‘(a) DEFINITION OF FOOD SAFETY LAB.—In 
this section, the term ‘food safety lab’ means 
an establishment that conducts testing, on 
behalf of an importer through a contract or 
other arrangement, to ensure the safety of 
articles of food. 

‘‘(b) CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A food safety lab shall 

submit to the Secretary an application for 
certification. Upon review, the Secretary 
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may grant or deny certification to the food 
safety lab. 

‘‘(2) CERTIFICATION STANDARDS.—The Sec-
retary shall establish criteria and meth-
odologies for the evaluation of applications 
for certification submitted under paragraph 
(1). Such criteria shall include the require-
ments that a food safety lab— 

‘‘(A) be accredited as being in compliance 
with standards set by the International Or-
ganization for Standardization; 

‘‘(B) agree to permit the Secretary to con-
duct an inspection of the facilities of the 
food safety lab and the procedures of such 
lab before making a certification determina-
tion; 

‘‘(C) agree to permit the Secretary to con-
duct routine audits of the facilities of the 
food safety lab to ensure ongoing compliance 
with accreditation and certification require-
ments; 

‘‘(D) submit with such application a fee es-
tablished by the Secretary in an amount suf-
ficient to cover the cost of application re-
view, including inspection under subpara-
graph (B); and 

‘‘(E) agree to submit to the Secretary, in 
accordance with the process established 
under subsection (c), the results of tests con-
ducted by such food safety lab on behalf of 
an importer. 

‘‘(c) SUBMISSION OF TEST RESULTS.—The 
Secretary shall establish a process by which 
a food safety lab certified under this section 
shall submit to the Secretary the results of 
all tests conducted by such food safety lab 
on behalf of an importer.’’. 

(b) ENFORCEMENT.—Section 303(f) of the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 
U.S.C. 333(f)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (3), (4), and 
(5) as paragraphs (5), (6), and (7), respec-
tively; 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(3) An importer (as defined in section 418) 
shall be subject to a civil penalty in an 
amount not to exceed $25,000 if such importer 
knowingly engages in the falsification of 
test results submitted to the Secretary by a 
food safety lab certified under section 418. 

‘‘(4) A food safety lab certified under sec-
tion 418 shall be subject to a civil penalty in 
an amount not to exceed $25,000 for know-
ingly submitting to the Secretary false test 
results under section 418.’’; 

(3) in paragraph (2)(C), by striking ‘‘para-
graph (3)(A)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph 
(5)(A)’’; 

(4) in paragraph (4), as so redesignated, by 
striking ‘‘paragraph (1) or (2)’’ each place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘paragraph (1), (2), (3), 
or (4)’’; and 

(5) in paragraph (6), as so redesignated, by 
striking ‘‘paragraph (4)’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘paragraph (6)’’. 
SEC. 8. DATA SHARING. 

(a) DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE MEMO-
RANDA OF UNDERSTANDING.—The Secretary 
shall ensure that the agencies within the De-
partment of Agriculture, including the Food 
Safety and Inspection Service, the Agricul-
tural Research Service, and the Animal and 
Plant Health Inspection Service, enter into a 
memorandum of understanding to ensure the 
timely and efficient sharing of all informa-
tion collected by such agencies related to 
foodborne pathogens, contaminants, and ill-
nesses. 

(b) INTERAGENCY MEMORANDUM OF UNDER-
STANDING.—The Secretary, in collaboration 
with the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services, shall enter into a memorandum of 
understanding between the agencies within 
the Department of Agriculture, including 
those described in subsection (a), and the 
agencies within the Department of Health 

and Human Services, including the Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention and the 
Food and Drug Administration, to ensure the 
timely and efficient sharing of all informa-
tion collected by such agencies related to 
foodborne pathogens, contaminants, and ill-
nesses. 

SEC. 9. PUBLIC NOTICE REGARDING RECALLED 
FOOD PRODUCTS. 

(a) DEPARTMENT.— 
(1) NEWS RELEASES REGARDING RECALLED 

FOOD PRODUCTS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—On the date on which a 

human or animal food product regulated by 
the Department is voluntarily recalled, the 
Secretary shall provide to the public a news 
release describing the human or animal food 
product. 

(B) CONTENTS.—Each news release de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) shall contain a 
comprehensive list of each human and ani-
mal food product regulated by the Depart-
ment that is voluntarily recalled. 

(2) WEBSITE.—The Secretary shall modify 
the website of the Department to contain— 

(A) not later than 1 business day after the 
date on which a human or animal food prod-
uct regulated by the Department is volun-
tarily recalled, a news release describing the 
human or animal food product; 

(B) if available, an image of each human 
and animal food product that is the subject 
of a news release described in subparagraph 
(A); and 

(C) not later than 90 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, a search engine 
that— 

(i) is consumer-friendly, as determined by 
the Secretary; and 

(ii) provides a means by which an indi-
vidual could locate each human and animal 
food product regulated by the Department 
that is voluntarily recalled. 

(3) STATE-ISSUED AND INDUSTRY PRESS RE-
LEASES.—To meet the requirement under 
paragraph (1)(A), the Secretary— 

(A) may provide to the public a press re-
lease issued by a State; and 

(B) shall not provide to the public a press 
release issued by a private industry entity in 
lieu of a press release issued by the Federal 
Government or a State. 

(4) PROHIBITION ON DELEGATION OF DUTY.— 
The Secretary may not delegate, by contract 
or otherwise, the duty of the Secretary— 

(A) to provide to the public a news release 
under paragraph (1); and 

(B) to make any required modification to 
the website of the Department under para-
graph (2). 

(b) ADMINISTRATION.— 
(1) PRESS RELEASES REGARDING RECALLED 

FOOD PRODUCTS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—On the date on which a 

human or animal food product regulated by 
the Administration is voluntarily recalled, 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services 
shall provide to the public a press release de-
scribing the human or animal food product. 

(B) CONTENTS.—Each press release de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) shall contain a 
comprehensive list of each human and ani-
mal food product regulated by the Adminis-
tration that is voluntarily recalled. 

(2) WEBSITE.—The Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall modify the website of 
the Administration to contain— 

(A) not later than 1 business day after the 
date on which a human or animal food prod-
uct regulated by the Administration is vol-
untarily recalled a press release describing 
the human or animal food product; 

(B) if available, an image of each human 
and animal food product that is the subject 
of a press release described in subparagraph 
(A); and 

(C) not later than 90 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, a search engine 
that— 

(i) is consumer-friendly, as determined by 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services; 
and 

(ii) provides a means by which an indi-
vidual could locate each human and animal 
food product regulated by the Administra-
tion that is voluntarily recalled. 

(3) STATE-ISSUED AND INDUSTRY PRESS RE-
LEASES.—For purposes of meeting the re-
quirement under paragraph (1)(A), the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services— 

(A) may provide to the public a press re-
lease issued by a State; and 

(B) may not provide to the public a press 
release issued by a private industry entity in 
lieu of a press release issued by a State or 
the Federal Government. 

(4) PROHIBITION ON DELEGATION OF DUTY.— 
The Secretary of Health and Human Services 
may not delegate, by contract or otherwise, 
the duty of the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services— 

(A) to provide to the public a press release 
under paragraph (1); and 

(B) to make any required modification to 
the website of the Administration under 
paragraph (2). 
SEC. 10. FOODBORNE ILLNESS EDUCATION AND 

OUTREACH COMPETITIVE GRANTS 
PROGRAM. 

Title IV of the Agricultural Research, Ex-
tension, and Education Reform Act of 1998 (7 
U.S.C. 7621 et seq.) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 412. FOODBORNE ILLNESS EDUCATION AND 

OUTREACH COMPETITIVE GRANTS 
PROGRAM. 

‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘Adminis-

trator’ means the Administrator of the Food 
Safety and Inspection Service. 

‘‘(2) COMMISSIONER.—The term ‘Commis-
sioner’ means the Commissioner of Food and 
Drugs. 

‘‘(3) ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—The term ‘eligible 
entity’ means— 

‘‘(A) the government of a State (including 
a political subdivision of a State); 

‘‘(B) an educational institution; 
‘‘(C) a private for-profit organization; 
‘‘(D) a private non-profit organization; and 
‘‘(E) any other appropriate individual or 

entity, as determined by the Secretary. 
‘‘(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary (act-

ing through the Administrator of the Coop-
erative State Research, Education, and Ex-
tension Service), in consultation with the 
Administrator and the Commissioner, shall 
establish and administer a competitive grant 
program to provide grants to eligible enti-
ties to enable the eligible entities to carry 
out educational outreach partnerships and 
programs to provide to health providers, pa-
tients, and consumers information to enable 
those individuals and entities— 

‘‘(1) to recognize— 
‘‘(A) foodborne illness as a serious public 

health issue; and 
‘‘(B) each symptom of foodborne illness to 

ensure the proper treatment of foodborne ill-
ness; 

‘‘(2) to understand— 
‘‘(A) the potential for contamination of 

human and animal food products during each 
phase of the production of human and animal 
food products; and 

‘‘(B) the importance of using techniques 
that help ensure the safe handling of human 
and animal food products; and 

‘‘(3) to assess the risk of foodborne illness 
to ensure the proper selection by consumers 
of human and animal food products. 

‘‘(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $3,500,000 for fiscal 
year 2008 and each fiscal year thereafter.’’. 
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SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 388—DESIG-
NATING THE WEEK OF FEB-
RUARY 4 THROUGH FEBRUARY 8, 
2008, AS ‘‘NATIONAL TEEN DAT-
ING VIOLENCE AWARENESS AND 
PREVENTION WEEK’’ 

Mr. CRAPO (for himself, Mrs. CLIN-
TON, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Ms. MURKOWSKI, 
and Mr. BIDEN) submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary: 

S. RES. 388 

Whereas 1 in 3 female teenagers in a dating 
relationship has feared for her physical safe-
ty; 

Whereas 1 in 2 teenagers in a serious rela-
tionship has compromised personal beliefs to 
please a partner; 

Whereas 1 in 5 teenagers in a serious rela-
tionship reports having been hit, slapped, or 
pushed by a partner; 

Whereas 27 percent of teenagers have been 
in dating relationships in which their part-
ners called them names or put them down; 

Whereas 29 percent of girls who have been 
in a relationship said that they have been 
pressured to have sex or to engage in sexual 
activities that they did not want; 

Whereas technologies such as cell phones 
and the Internet have made dating abuse 
both more pervasive and more hidden; 

Whereas 30 percent of teenagers who have 
been in a dating relationship say that they 
have been text-messaged between 10 and 30 
times per hour by a partner seeking to find 
out where they are, what they are doing, or 
who they are with; 

Whereas 72 percent of teenagers who re-
ported they’d been checked up on by a boy-
friend or girlfriend 10 times per hour by 
email or text messaging did not tell their 
parents; 

Whereas parents are largely unaware of the 
cell phone and Internet harassment experi-
enced by teenagers; 

Whereas Native American women experi-
ence higher rates of interpersonal violence 
than any other population group; 

Whereas violent relationships in adoles-
cence can have serious ramifications for vic-
tims, putting them at higher risk for sub-
stance abuse, eating disorders, risky sexual 
behavior, suicide, and adult revictimization; 

Whereas the severity of violence among in-
timate partners has been shown to be greater 
in cases where the pattern of violence has 
been established in adolescence; and 

Whereas the establishment of National 
Teen Dating Violence Awareness and Preven-
tion Week will benefit schools, communities, 
and families regardless of socio-economic 
status, race, or sex: Now, therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) designates the week of February 4 

through February 8, 2008, as ‘‘National Teen 
Dating Violence Awareness and Prevention 
Week’’; and 

(2) calls upon the people of the United 
States, high schools, law enforcement, State 
and local officials, and interested groups to 
observe National Teen Dating Violence 
Awareness and Prevention Week with appro-
priate programs and activities that promote 
awareness and prevention of the crime of 
teen dating violence in their communities. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 389—COM-
MEMORATING THE 25TH ANNI-
VERSARY OF THE UNITED 
STATES AIR FORCE SPACE COM-
MAND HEADQUARTERED AT 
PETERSON AIR FORCE BASE, 
COLORADO 

Mr. ALLARD (for himself, Mr. SALA-
ZAR, Mr. TESTER, Mr. ISAKSON, Ms. COL-
LINS, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. COCHRAN, 
Mr. HAGEL, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. DORGAN, 
Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. HATCH, Mr. CHAM-
BLISS, Mr. INHOFE, and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) 
submitted the following resolution; 
which was referred to the Committee 
on Armed Services: 

S. RES. 389 

Whereas, on September 1, 1982, the United 
States Air Force created the United States 
Air Force Space Command to defend North 
America through its space and interconti-
nental ballistic missile operations; 

Whereas 2007 marks the 25th year of excel-
lence and service of Air Force Space Com-
mand to the United States of America; 

Whereas the mission of Air Force Space 
Command is to deliver trained and ready air-
men with unrivaled space capabilities to de-
fend the United States; 

Whereas Air Force Space Command orga-
nizes, trains, and equips forces to supply 
combatant commanders with the space and 
intercontinental ballistic missile capabili-
ties to defend the United States and its na-
tional interests; 

Whereas Air Force Space Command’s 
Ground-based radar and Defense Support 
Program satellites monitor ballistic missile 
launches around the world to guard against a 
surprise missile attack on North America; 

Whereas Air Force Space Command pro-
vides a significant portion of United States 
Strategic Command’s war fighting capabili-
ties, including missile warning, strategic de-
terrence, and space-based surveillance capa-
bilities; 

Whereas Air Force Space Command space 
radar provide vital information on the loca-
tion of satellites and space debris for the Na-
tion and the world; 

Whereas the current war on terror requires 
extensive use of space-based communica-
tions, global positioning systems, and mete-
orological data to effectively prosecute mili-
tary operations; 

Whereas Air Force Space Command pro-
vides war fighters with ‘‘high ground’’ 
through satellite communications and posi-
tioning and timing data for ground and air 
operations and weapons delivery; 

Whereas Air Force Space Command de-
ployed helicopters to the Gulf Coast region 
during the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina 
to deliver meals, water, and medical supplies 
and to conduct search and rescue operations; 

Whereas the work done by the men and 
women of Air Force Space Command is vital 
to our military, making the Nation more 
combat effective and helping save lives every 
day; and 

Whereas Air Force Space Command advo-
cates space capabilities and systems for all 
unified commands and military services, and 
collectively provides space capabilities 
America needs today and in the future: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) recognizes the contributions made by 

Air Force Space Command to the security of 
the United States; and 

(2) commemorates Air Force Space Com-
mand’s 25 years of excellence and service to 
the Nation. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 

SA 3803. Mr. MCCONNELL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 3500 proposed by Mr. HARKIN 
(for himself, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. BAUCUS, and 
Mr. GRASSLEY) to the bill H.R. 2419, to pro-
vide for the continuation of agricultural pro-
grams through fiscal year 2012, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

f 

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 
SA 3803. Mr. MCCONNELL submitted 

an amendment intended to be proposed 
to amendment SA 3500 proposed by Mr. 
HARKIN (for himself, Mr. CHAMBLISS, 
Mr. BAUCUS, and Mr. GRASSLEY) to the 
bill H.R. 2419, to provide for the con-
tinuation of agricultural programs 
through fiscal year 2012, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. l. ASSET TREATMENT OF HORSES. 

(a) 3-YEAR DEPRECIATION FOR ALL RACE 
HORSES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Clause (i) of section 
168(e)(3)(A) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 (relating to 3-year property) is amended 
to read as follows: 

‘‘(i) any race horse,’’. 
(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 

made by this section shall apply to property 
placed in service on or after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

(b) REDUCTION OF HOLDING PERIOD TO 12 
MONTHS FOR PURPOSES OF DETERMINING 
WHETHER HORSES ARE SECTION 1231 ASSETS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of sec-
tion 1231(b)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 (relating to definition of livestock) is 
amended by striking ‘‘and horses’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2007. 
SEC. l. ELIMINATION OF PRIVATE PAYMENT 

TEST FOR PROFESSIONAL SPORTS 
FACILITY BONDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 141(a) (defining 
private activity bond) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new flush sentence: 
‘‘In the case of any professional sports facil-
ity bond, paragraph (1) shall be applied with-
out regard to subparagraph (B) thereof.’’. 

(b) PROFESSIONAL SPORTS FACILITY BOND 
DEFINED.—Section 141 is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(f) PROFESSIONAL SPORTS FACILITY 
BOND.—For purposes of subsection (a)— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘professional 
sports facility bond’ means any bond issued 
as part of an issue any portion of the pro-
ceeds of which are to be used to provide a 
professional sports facility. 

‘‘(2) PROFESSIONAL SPORTS FACILITY.—The 
term ‘professional sports facility’ means real 
property and related improvements used, in 
whole or in part, for professional sports, pro-
fessional sports exhibitions, professional 
games, or professional training.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to bonds 
issued after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, other than bonds with respect to which 
a resolution was issued by an issuer or con-
duit borrower before January 24, 2007. 

f 

NOTICE OF INTENT TO OBJECT TO 
PROCEEDING 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I wish to 
notify the Senate of my intent to ob-
ject to proceeding to S. 311, a bill to 
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amend the Horse Protection Act to 
prohibit the shipping, transporting, 
moving, delivering, receiving, pos-
sessing, purchasing, selling, or dona-
tion of horses and other equines to be 
slaughtered for human consumption, 
and for other purposes. 

The bill would prohibit the shipping, 
transporting, moving, delivering, re-
ceiving, possessing, purchasing, selling, 
or donation of horses and other equines 
to be slaughtered for human consump-
tion. In short, it would further limit 
the already limited options for disposal 
of unwanted horses. 

An unwanted horse is one that has 
reached the useful end of its economic 
or recreational life. There are numer-
ous reasons for the existence of un-
wanted horses, not the least of which 
are economic reasons such as loss of 
job, price of feed or stabling, reloca-
tion, poor health of the horse or its 
owner. 

It must be recognized that no one has 
adequately addressed the fate of the es-
timated 90,000 unwanted horses that 
were formerly slaughtered on an an-
nual basis. Animal welfare groups and 
rescue organizations can only do so 
much to shoulder the load of aiding the 
adoption or care of these horses. They 
are currently stretched to capacity, 
and we expect an increase in need. As a 
result, we are witnessing a significant 
increase in abandonment and neglect of 
horses in this country. Particularly in 
the West, growing numbers of un-
wanted horses are being dumped on 
public or private rangelands. 

I believe that we should take the 
time to examine this growing issue of 
the unwanted horse before passing leg-
islation that ties the hands of horse 
owners, public and private land man-
agers, and others. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Wednes-
day, December 5, 2007 at 9 a.m. in room 
406 of the Dirksen Senate Office Build-
ing in order to conduct a business 
meeting to consider the following 
items: amendment in the Nature of a 
Substitute, Lieberman-Warner Climate 
Security Act of 2007, S. 2191. 

Pending nominations: John S. 
Bresland, of New Jersey, to be a Mem-
ber of the Chemical Safety and Hazard 
Investigation Board; John S. Bresland, 
of New Jersey, to be Chairperson of the 
Chemical Safety and Hazard Investiga-
tion Board; C. Russell H. Shearer, of 
Delaware, to be a Member of the Chem-
ical Safety and Hazard Investigation 
Board; William H. Graves, of Ten-
nessee, to be a Member of the Board of 
Directors of the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority; Susan Richardson Williams, of 
Tennessee, to be a Member of the 

Board of Directors of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority; and Thomas C. 
Gilliland, of Georgia, to be a Member 
of the Board of Directors of the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
Committee on the Judiciary be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate in order to conduct a hearing 
entitled ‘‘Reauthorization of the Juve-
nile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act: Protecting Our Children and 
Our Communities’’ on Wednesday, De-
cember 5, 2007 at 10 a.m. in room SD– 
226 of the Dirksen Senate Office Build-
ing. 

Witness list: 

J. Robert Flores, Administrator, Of-
fice of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention, U.S. Department of 
Justice, Washington, DC; Shay Bilchik, 
Founder and Director, Center for Juve-
nile Justice Reform, Georgetown Uni-
versity Public Policy Institute, Wash-
ington, DC; Deirdre Wilson Garton, 
Chair, Governor’s Juvenile Justice 
Commission, Madison, WI; Ann Marie 
Ambrose, Director, Bureau of Child 
Welfare and Juvenile Justice Services, 
Harrisburg, PA; Richard Miranda, 
Chief, Tucson Police Department, Tuc-
son, AZ. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
Committee on the Judiciary be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate in order to conduct a hearing 
entitled ‘‘The Looming Foreclosure 
Crisis: How To Help Families Save 
Their Homes’’ on Wednesday, Decem-
ber 5, 2007 at 2:30 p.m. in room SD–226 
of the Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

Witness list: 

Nettie McGee, Chicago, IL; Mark 
Zandi, Chief Economist, Moody’s Econ-
omy.com, Inc., West Chester, PA; 
Mortgage Industry Witness TBD; Pro-
fessor Mark Scarberry, Resident Schol-
ar, American Bankruptcy Institute, 
Washington, DC; The Honorable Jac-
queline P. Cox, United States Bank-
ruptcy Judge, United States Bank-
ruptcy Court for the Northern District 
of Illinois, Chicago, IL; The Honorable 
Thomas Bennett, United States Bank-
ruptcy Judge, United States Bank-
ruptcy Court for the Northern District 
of Alabama, Birmingham, AL; Henry J. 
Sommer, President, National Associa-
tion of Consumer Bankruptcy Attor-
neys, Philadelphia, PA. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent for the Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs to be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate on Wednesday, December 5, in order 

to conduct a hearing on the Nomina-
tion of James Peake to be Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs. The Committee will 
meet in room SDG–50 of the Dirksen 
Senate Office Building, at 9:30 a.m. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on December 5, 2007 at 3 p.m. to 
hold a closed conference on the fiscal 
year 2008 Intelligence Authorization. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Special 
Committee on Aging be authorized to 
meet today, Wednesday, December 5, 
2007 from 10:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m. in 
Dirksen 106 for the purpose of con-
ducting a hearing concerning the elder-
ly who have been displaced by war, 
poverty, and persecution abroad. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. WYDEN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that privileges of the floor be 
granted to my legislative aide, Jac-
quelyn Elder. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

MEASURE READ THE FIRST 
TIME—S. 2416 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, I 
understand there is a bill at the desk, 
and I ask for its first reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 
CANTWELL). The clerk will report the 
bill by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 2416) to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to repeal the alternative 
minimum tax on individuals and replace it 
with an alternative tax individuals may 
choose. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, I 
now ask for a second reading, and in 
order to place the bill on the calendar 
under the provisions of rule XIV, I ob-
ject to my own request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

f 

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, 
DECEMBER 6, 2007 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
stand adjourned until 10:30 a.m., Thurs-
day, December 6; that on Thursday, fol-
lowing the prayer and the pledge, the 
Journal of proceedings be approved to 
date, the morning hour deemed ex-
pired, the time for the two leaders be 
reserved for their use later in the day; 
that there be an hour of debate prior to 
a vote on the motion to invoke cloture 
on the motion to proceed to H.R. 3996, 
with the time equally divided and con-
trolled between the leaders or their 
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designees; that the 20 minutes imme-
diately prior to the cloture vote be di-
vided 10 minutes each for the leaders 
and the majority leader controlling the 
final 10 minutes; that upon the use or 
yielding back of time, without further 
intervening action, the Senate proceed 
to vote on the motion to invoke clo-
ture on the motion to proceed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, 
as a reminder, cloture was filed on the 
Harkin substitute to the farm bill. 
Therefore, if Members have amend-
ments on the list of amendments in 
order to the bill, they should have ger-
mane first-degree amendments filed at 
the desk by 1 p.m. tomorrow. However, 
if amendments have already been filed, 
there is no need to refile at this time. 

f 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, 
if there is no further business to come 
before the Senate, I ask unanimous 
consent that following the remarks of 
Senator THUNE for up to 15 minutes, 
the Senate then stand adjourned under 
the previous order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota. 

f 

THE FARM BILL 

Mr. THUNE. Madam President, for 
the past 5 weeks now, my colleagues 
and I have spent literally hours on the 
Senate floor talking about the 2007 
farm bill. Unfortunately, talking about 
the farm bill for over 5 weeks is all we 
have done. We could have spent all the 
days and hours since November 5 pro-
ductively debating this farm bill. In-
stead, the distinguished leader on the 
other side of the aisle made a decision 
the very first day of the farm bill de-
bate when the farm bill was brought to 
the floor and the debate ensued to not 
allow any amendments to reach the 
floor. Not one single farm bill amend-
ment has been discussed. 

Farm bill authority spans 5 years. 
This legislation impacts every man, 
woman, and child in America. My col-
leagues in the minority, who are not 
members of the Agriculture Committee 
and who have not had an opportunity 
to help craft this legislation, deserve a 
chance to offer their suggested 
changes. 

The farm bill before us totals 1,600 
pages. It reauthorizes over $280 billion 
in spending on commodity, conserva-
tion, nutrition, trade, energy, and 
rural development programs. This bill 
is far too important to be held hostage 
by partisan tactics. However, the ma-
jority leader made a decision, as I said, 

nearly 2 weeks ago, to prohibit amend-
ments from being offered to this land-
mark legislation. 

I am a member of the Senate Agri-
culture Committee, and I am proud of 
the farm bill we passed out of the com-
mittee. I give Chairman HARKIN and 
the ranking member, Senator CHAM-
BLISS, great credit. I believe they de-
serve to be given great credit for the 
efforts they made in committee delib-
eration. The members of the com-
mittee held an open and productive de-
bate. Several amendments were of-
fered, debated, and voted on. At the 
end of the day, Senate Democrats and 
Republicans set aside their differences 
and reported out a bill to meet Amer-
ica’s food and energy needs over the 
next 5 years. 

Is the committee-reported bill per-
fect? No, of course not. But that being 
said, my colleagues all deserve an op-
portunity to offer their amendments to 
the farm bill. There are only 21 of us 
who serve on the Senate Agriculture 
Committee, 11 Democrats, 10 Repub-
licans. Senator DOMENICI, Senator NEL-
SON, and I authored an amendment 
that would add an increased renewable 
fuels standard to the 2007 farm bill on 
the floor because it didn’t get added in 
the committee and because there were 
questions about whether an energy bill 
was ultimately going to pass the Sen-
ate. Therefore, we thought it would be 
good to improve and strengthen the en-
ergy title of the farm bill by adding the 
RFS to the farm bill. That is one of the 
amendments that, of course, could be 
debated if, in fact, there were an open 
debate process. 

As I travel across my State and met 
with farmers and agricultural leaders, 
the message to me is very clear. No 
single policy is more important to our 
agricultural community than this farm 
bill and the accompanying Energy bill. 
If we can get a farm bill passed with a 
renewable fuel standard, I think our 
farmers would be very pleased with the 
work Congress has done to promote 
American agriculture and move the re-
newable fuels industry forward. 

This renewable fuels standard will 
create jobs in rural America, give our 
producers an alternative market for 
our crops, spur billions of dollars in re-
newable fuels investment, and save 
over $600 million in taxpayer dollars in 
the underlying bill. 

However, we have not had an oppor-
tunity to debate any of these amend-
ments, including a renewable fuels 
standard amendment. I listened all day 
while accusations have flown back and 
forth. There has been all this hand 
wringing going on finger pointing, and 
the blame game being played. I have to 
say, as someone who voted for cloture 
the first time we had a cloture vote on 
the farm bill, I voted for cloture be-
cause I need this bill to move forward— 
my farmers and my ranchers want a 
new farm bill—but not because the 
process has been fair to Members on 
my side of the aisle. 

Senators on the minority side, on the 
Republican side of the aisle—as I said, 

there are only 21 of us who serve on the 
Senate Agriculture Committee. That 
means there are 79 other Senators who 
would like to weigh in on this impor-
tant legislation. We have had the bill 
on the floor literally for a 2-week pe-
riod and we didn’t debate or vote upon 
one single amendment. 

As I said before, you are talking 
about a 1,600-page bill that authorizes 
$280 billion in spending over the next 5 
years, and there has not been one sin-
gle amendment voted on. The majority 
leader decided when the bill came to 
the floor he was going to fill the 
amendment tree, which in effect said 
no amendment can be offered unless it 
is approved by the majority leader. 

I don’t happen to disagree with the 
notion that amendments that are 
brought to the floor of the Senate 
ought to be somewhat germane to the 
underlying legislation. But it is a re-
ality, a practical reality every single 
day in this institution, in the Senate, 
that amendments are brought to the 
floor that are not germane to the un-
derlying bill. I will hold up a case in 
point because I have heard my col-
leagues on the other side get up and 
say: The Republicans want to offer all 
these nongermane amendments and 
what are we supposed to do about that, 
these need to be germane to the under-
lying farm bill? I would like to see 
amendments that are germane to the 
underlying farm bill, but it is a reality 
in the Senate that on many occasions— 
in fact it is often the case—amend-
ments are offered to all kinds of legis-
lation that are not germane to that un-
derlying legislation. 

A case in point: We are now stalled 
on the Defense authorization bill, a bill 
that was debated and voted upon a long 
time ago. The House passed it, the Sen-
ate passed it, we went to conference, 
we resolved all the differences. I serve 
as a Member of the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee, and I know some of 
the issues that were being debated in 
the conference were somewhat conten-
tious, but they all got resolved. Most of 
them were related to the underlying 
bill. Most of them were related to our 
national security programs, our readi-
ness and that sort of thing. What is 
holding up the conference on the De-
fense authorization bill is hate crimes 
legislation because hate crimes was put 
on the bill in the Senate before it left, 
over the objections of many of us who 
didn’t feel it was relevant or germane 
to the underlying Defense authoriza-
tion bill. But nevertheless we didn’t 
have the votes. It went to conference. 

Now the debate over whether we are 
going to have a Defense authorization 
bill doesn’t hinge on anything having 
to do with national security. It hinges 
on hate crimes legislation. How is that 
germane to the Defense authorization 
bill? Yet my colleagues on the other 
side have continually gotten up today 
and railed on the Republicans because 
Republicans, of all things, want a vote 
on a death tax amendment to the farm 
bill. 
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In my State, most farmers and 

ranchers think the death tax is rel-
evant to their everyday lives because it 
is probably the single biggest barrier to 
multigenerational transfers of cattle 
operations. There is not anything that 
is a bigger barrier, a larger impediment 
to those types of transfers in passing 
farm operations and ranching oper-
ations down to the next generation 
than is the death tax. In most cases, 
these are people who are asset rich but 
cash poor. Oftentimes, when someone 
dies and they wanted to pass it on, 
they have to liquidate all their assets 
in order to pay the death tax. 

My point simply is this. I would like 
to see us move forward. We need a farm 
bill. We need an energy bill. As I said 
before, I voted for cloture on the farm 
bill, but I have to say this process has 
been very tilted in favor of a procedure 
that the majority leader adopted on 
the first day that is very much without 
precedent—in terms of what happens 
on the Senate floor, I am sure it has 
been done. I am sure it has been done 
under Republican majorities. But the 
fact is, filling the amendment tree and 
prohibiting amendments from being of-
fered, in a place such as the Senate 
which thrives on an open amendment 
process, I think is undermining the 
very foundation, the rules and proce-
dures on which the Senate is based. 

I would like to see us be able to get 
to a vote on the farm bill, but we can’t 
do that until we have some agreement 
on amendments, and we can’t get to 
the amendments on the floor until such 
time as the majority leader agrees we 
will be able to offer amendments. Until 
that happens, our side is going to con-
tinue to object to proceeding to the 
farm bill because, in fairness to them, 
as I said, this is a 1,600-page bill that 
spends $280 billion over 5 years and was 
debated by 21 of the 100 Senators. In 
the Agriculture Committee, I think we 
produced a very good bill. I would like 
to see it—as I said, if it went through 
unamended, that would be fine by me 
because I think we got as good a con-
sensus in the farm committee as we 
could. But there are 79 other Members 
of the Senate on both sides of the aisle 
who want to strengthen and make this 
bill better, and right now the process 
has precluded that opportunity to a 
point where we are at a standstill on 
legislation that is of great importance 
to the farmers I represent and, I would 
argue, to all Americans. 

The farm bill not only funds produc-
tion agriculture—and frankly less and 
less of the overall funding in the farm 
bill is going to production agriculture. 
More of it now, 68 percent of it, is 
going to nutrition and food stamps and 
other aspects of the farm bill; 9 percent 
toward conservation. All of those are 
important. But my point simply is this 
is a bill important to all Americans, 
not just to those farmers and ranchers. 

During debate on the 2002 farm bill, 
there were 246 amendments filed. 
Democrats and Republicans came to-
gether and voted on 49 amendments, in-

cluding 29 rollcall votes. Before that, in 
the 1996 farm bill, there were 339 
amendments offered, which were de-
bated. Republicans controlled the Con-
gress at that time. Republican leader-
ship allowed 26 amendment votes, in-
cluding 11 rollcall votes. 

During consideration of the 1990 farm 
bill, there were 113 votes on the farm 
bill, 22 of which were rollcall votes. Fi-
nally, in 1985, there were 88 votes on 
that farm bill, 33 of which were rollcall 
votes. 

My point is, writing a farm bill is not 
an easy task. A lot goes into this. It is 
a lengthy process, involving com-
promise between stakeholder groups, 
national priorities, regional interests, 
and compromise is simply 
unachievable under the political ma-
neuvers that have been employed by 
the Democratic leader on this farm 
bill. 

As I said before, it has been 5 weeks 
since it was called up on the floor. We 
had it on the floor for 2 weeks at one 
stretch before we went out for the 
Thanksgiving break, and let me em-
phasize we did not vote on one single 
amendment to this legislation. 

I hope that will change because I 
think there is precious little time left 
in this session of the Congress and 
there are a lot of priorities. There is 
not much, frankly, that has been done. 
The Defense authorization bill, as I 
said, is being held up over an unre-
lated, nongermane amendment dealing 
with hate crimes. We don’t have fund-
ing going out to the troops. We have 
only gotten one appropriations bill 
signed into law. The VA-Military Con-
struction appropriations bill is cued 
up, ready to go. The President said he 
would sign it. We have not moved that 
through here. The list goes on and on. 

I think it is regrettable because, as 
most Americans observe this process, 
they become increasingly cynical. The 
reason I think these public opinion 
polls that are published and surveys 
that are done indicate that Congress 
has terribly low approval ratings is for 
this reason: They see the partisan bick-
ering, gridlock, finger pointing and all 
they want is for Congress to work to-
gether to get things done. One recent 
public opinion survey had the approval 
rating of the Congress at 11 percent 
which, as our friend John McCain al-
ways says: When you get down to 11 
percent, you are pretty much talking 
about paid staff and blood relatives; 
and if you factor in the margin of 
error, you might even run a negative 
on that. 

That is because the American public 
perceives what is happening and is in-
credibly frustrated by that. They want 
to see us work together toward solu-
tions. We cannot do that absent a proc-
ess and procedure that allows amend-
ments to be offered when bills come to 
the floor. Legislation put on the floor 
that is as comprehensive as this farm 
bill is which, as I said, is 1,600 pages, 
$280 billion in spending over a 5-year 
period, to date not one single amend-
ment has been voted on. 

That is regrettable. It is a disservice 
to the farmers and ranchers of this 
country who are waiting for this farm 
bill but, as important, I think it is a 
disservice to the American public, all 
of whom benefit from the farm bill and 
all of whom want to see the Senate 
work and function effectively to ad-
dress the challenges and the problems 
we face as a country. 

The process employed by the major-
ity leader on the farm bill completely 
precludes us from having anything that 
resembles an open debate. As I pointed 
out earlier, if you go back to the 1985, 
1990, 1996 or 2002 farm bills, there were 
ample opportunities for amendments. 
There was vigorous and spirited debate 
and lots of rollcall votes. This is really 
historic in terms of the precedent it 
sets and the message it sends to Amer-
ican agriculture, which desperately 
needs a farm bill. 

I hope in the next day or two, and 
next week—which in my view is about 
what we have left to work with. I am 
frankly happy to stay here this week-
end. I would stay here Saturday, Sun-
day, and beyond if we could get a farm 
bill on the floor, actually debate it, ac-
tually have amendments offered and 
voted on. I am happy to stay. I would 
be willing to bet that many of my col-
leagues would be happy to stay. 

But the clock is a-running, time is a- 
wasting. All the American people see is 
finger pointing and hand wringing and 
bickering and gridlock. That is not in 
their best interests. Certainly, it is not 
fair to them, the people by whom we 
were elected. They sent us to do a job. 
We need to get about that job. That 
means allowing the Senate to function, 
to work, to allow Senators to offer 
amendments to these bills and to get 
to final action and completion and to 
get some legislation passed that will 
hopefully improve the lives of many 
Americans. 

I yield the floor. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
adjourned until 10:30 a.m. tomorrow. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 6:13 p.m., 
adjourned until Thursday, December 6, 
2007, at 10:30 a.m.  

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate: 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

MARK R. FILIP, OF ILLINOIS, TO BE DEPUTY ATTORNEY 
GENERAL, VICE PAUL J. MCNULTY, RESIGNED. 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

LT. GEN. DAVID P. VALCOURT, 0000 
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